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INTRODUCTION

An Overview of Pro ct Developmental Continuity (PDC)

The Office of Child Development originated Project'.
Developmental Coritinuity (PDC) in 1974 as_a_Aead Start demon-.
stration program "aimed at promoting .greater,Continuity of
education and comprehensive child development services for
children as they make the transition frbm preschool to schOol,"
The single' most important effect of this underta}ing,,it is
hoped, will be to enhance the social competence of the
-children served--that is, to increase their. everyday effec-
tivJness in,dealing with their-elim4ronment (at'school, at
home, in the community, and;in society). PDC also aims to
bring-about broader and more intensive involvement of parents
and teachers in the governance of sckdol affairs, and to
promote positive change in the institutional- process, even
beyOnd the people who may occupy the institution a a, given time.

As part of the overall Head Start Improvement and-'
Innovation effort, -PDC emphasizes the involvement of admini-

, strators, classroom staff, and 'parents in formulating'educa-
tional goals and developing a comprehensive curriculum. The
object of this effort is to ensure-- that children receive,'
continuous individualized attention as they progress from
Head Start through the early primary grades, Existing
discontinuities between Head Start and elementary school
experiences will be reduced, if the program is sUcdessful, A.

by PDC mechanisms that encourage communication and mutual
decision-making amongpreschool and elementary school teachers,
adMinistrators, and parents. Al

Two program models provide alternat: e ways of establishing
the administrative structure for continuity. In the Preschool-
t77-MrtrIHEinkagat approach, administratively separate Head Start
and elementary programs are brought together by.the device of
a PDC Counil, whose ,membership includes. teachers, parents, and
adminiStrators from both organizations.- In the Early Childhood
Schools approach, Head Start and elementary programs are .

combined both administratively, by the Council, and physically,
in the same building, creating a= new institution. In both
approaches a qualitatively different program is expected to
emerge as:a result of the Head Start-elementary. school
cooperation.

1



-Continuity is expected to be establishvod in two contexts:
that. of the individual child and that of the school structure..
In the. first context, continuity means, for example, that a
child should not have to have his or ber.personal nature
and needs rediscovered-each year as he or she moves from.one
grade to the next;. instead,the child should become ..a more
and more fully recognized member, of the school "family7,as
time passes. -In' the context of school structure, continuity
implies cooperative pursuit of common goals, and this
invOlveS articulation of philoS9phies and methods in all the
various areas of:school enterprise. It is expectqd that-
strudtural continuity will contribute directly to'continuity
in the'atterition given to individual children.

School organisations at l5 sites around .the,country
received OCD funding during 1974-75 ,(Program Year 1) to design
and plan

o
future implementationof,the:seven-prescribed cam-

- ponents f PDC. The cdmponents focus on:

9 Administration: administrativecoordination between
an__ wit_in Dead Startand elementary school;

citication,: coordination of curriculum approaches
and e ucational 'goals;

Training: preservice and inservice teacher training
and childrearing training for parents;

Develo_mental/Support Services: comprehensive
services medical, nutritional, and social) to
children and families;

.

parent Involvement: parent participation in
po_icyma-ing, home-school activities, and
classroom visits or volunteering;

Services for the Handicapped.: services for
handicapped children and children with learning,
disabilities;

Bilingual/Bicultural and Multic, ul ural Education:
programs for bilingual/bicultural or multicultural
children.

During Year II, 1975-76, 14 sites -(one had withdrawn
voluntarily), comprising a total of 42 Head Start centers and
elementary schools, began to implement PDC according to the
plans they had drawnup during Year .I, pilot-testing their
adaptations of the program.. At the ed of Year I, another
site dropped out.'of the program.

2



In Year III, 19-75577, PDC is expected to exist in
mature format the 13 participating sites, and-a decisi
will be made during that year, on the basis of the evidence
resented, tolmaintain or modify .0CD support-fpr the entire
emonStration program. The decision .will be bgSed in large

Ipart on consideration of the feasibility of evaluating PDC's
effects on children's development over a long term. If the
program is continued, it will be fora five-year period, from
1976. to 1981, durin which-its effects on children will be
observed as the children in the focal group-progress from
Head Start through. grade 3.

Purposes of the Pk valuation
../

The major purpose of the PDC evaluation is to aid the
Office of-

. ,

Child Development in its e Torts to design effective
programs for early childhood educatLn. To accomplish this,
the evaluation will ultimately have o provide answers to the
following critical questions about PDC's impact:

I.

How'does PDC affect children's social competence?

How does PDC affect parents?

How does PDC affect the attitudes and workstyles
of teachers and other staff?

:ct

How does PDC affect'the school organization in
terms of philosophy, metho_ and social climate?

In addition to describing the consequences of PDC, the
evaluation will describe and analyze the processes that led
to those consequences. Figure 1 illustrates the proportion's
of the total evaluation effort that are devoted to each component
of the study.= Although the assessment of child social competence
is very important and is emphasized in the present report, the
relationship of this to the rest of the evaluation should not be
neglected. Volume 2 of Interim Report IV delineates the-process
evaluation more fully; it is sufficient to emphasize. here that
the aims of the total evaluation4 are to produce conclusions about
what happened (impadt) and how and why it happened (process).
This information will facilitate future decisions about wkether
the program should be replicate and if so, how replication can
best be accomplished in the ligh of pas-t experience!

Purposes of this Report

The-present year, Program year II, was -reserved as a time
for sites to'try out and refine the program strategies they had
developed during the Planning year. There was ne analysis
at all of program impact thiSyeqr--analysis of impact will

jn with Program ar III in the coming fall.
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During 1975-1976 the evaluation methodology was also
pilot-tested. Interim Report III, Part A. (March 1976)
addressed questions about three issues that are fun amental
to the integrity of the evaluation:

(1) Are the measuring instruMents'appropriate--t
the task?

(2) Are the PDC and compariso_ _ioups really
comparable?

(3) Will large enough samples of children remain,
in PDC and comparison schools attach site
to permit a longitudinal study of program
effects?

The present report extends the answers offered in the-last
--ileport to these three questions. -(However, there is greater
eMphasis this time on instrument suitability and less on
group comparability.) ,

Instrument appropriateness : Since 'the ultmate'goal,
of PDC is to enhance the socr.T competence of children, it.,
is vital to the evaluation that the instruments used actually
do yield valid measures of social competence-valid not
just in some theoretical sense, but in a way that can be
demonstrated among the children who make up the population
served by PDC.-

The first step-in establishing a test's validity is to
establish its reliability, since an instrument cannot be
valid unless it is first reliable; that is, it cannot yield'
relevant measures of a specified trait unless it yields
onsistent Measures. For example, if each, child in a
classroom is -given a certain-language development test on
.Monday and then again on Wednesday, and the scores for, the
two testings are in wide disagreement, then one or both of
the scores must not reflect language development truly
because the reflections are inconsiStent.

It.is possible, though, that the test-in .question could
yield consistent measures for other-children (e.g., in a
community where children are less inclined to be shy about
interacting with the unfamiliar adult who administers
Thus _reliability and validity are not strictly, inherent
propbrties of an instrument, but may vary from sample to
sample. Accordingly, in our last report reliability and
validity data were examined and tabulated separately for
each site. HoWever, although differences were found in



reliability and validitycoefficients from site to site,
there. was no indication that these were other than random
differences. Thus in the present,repOrt the analysis of
test-characteristics isbased upon data pooled across. all
sites, on the:grounded/assumption that..the,A.ests "behave"
in About the same way at every site. The aggregate,sal-Fle,
in other words, is believed to be represZntative-bf the
sample, at each separate site.

There aTe./qualitis, beyon present indications of
reliability and validity thot a_ t an instrument's suita7'
bility fbr-inelusion in ihe-battery The other qualities
examined 'during thig-ahalySis period;included each instru-
ment's relation-to a hypethetical "social calpetence"
criterion, its relation to all the other instmiments.inthe
battery, /its sensitivity to change in the trait measured,
its-appropriateness for children up to grade 3, and the
ease with which it can be administered. -The findings
prod4ed by analyses ofthese instrument characteristics
are all included, in this report in response to question 1
above.

Grou comparabi Last fail, the number of children

in the Michigan sit for whom testing was completed_Was too
small to permit the`analytic contafst of Ps. Q mparison

Y ,=

grorir characteristics that was perLormed4or samples at other
sites.. Therefore this- analysis was carried out'on data'.
collected in-Michigan this past spring, ancrdts result's are'

contained in the present'report. Since trie fall compar ?-
bility analyses were based only on Measures that were found,.

to be reliable and valid at each'respective site, the 'tame-':.

was observed. in the'spring analysis for Michigan-
only the measures that met minimum reliability and validity
criteria there entered into the comparability check.

Because the last reporting-deadline did not permit
Presentation of institution-devel data that recently had
been gathered for all' PDC and comparison Head StarE centers
and schools, these data, colleCted intali 1975, are included

-now in this report. Since PDC and comparison schools were
originally selected on the basis of similarity, and since .

continuing efforts are being made at each site to match
the two groups of children on background variables, it was
not judged necessary to evaluate the comparability of
institution-level data. Therefore the figures are offered
simply for purposes of description and for possible later use
as explanatory variables.



Projected attrition. In early spring, each site bo-
ordinator,was asked tO-identifyvichildcen. Who in past years-
had been enrolled'in what are now PDC and'comparison Centers,
and to'determine- how many Of the s,me children are currently
enrolled in PDC and comparison elementary schools, respec-
tively. The purpose of gathering, these figures was-to
obtain'indications of the rate of attrition among children
at each site who were the predeceSsorS of the children in
the pAsentHead Start classes.-.Projections were made,

ed on attrition rate calculations,-of the-number of chil-
-en. in present Head Start samples likely to still be in'

`PDC or .comparison schdp?s,.as'appropriate, come third grade
he point at which the prospective. longitudinal study will

The results of this attrititn7ostudy ,are-given. here
,in tentative . answer to the question of whether a sufficient
number of children will remain to permit'a conclusive
ongitudinal study.

- included also in this section ,is discussion of the
.strategy proposed for the Georgia site, which, instead of
reciuiring a contemporaneous comparison group, involves
comPariSon'with a cross-siection of children who are in
grades K, 1, 2 and 3 during the PDC group's Head Start year.
-In each later.yeari th'e PDC children's scores are compared'.
with scores 'predicted on the basis- of trends observed among.
the upper-grade children.

The conte ts of the chapters to follow are described
briefly below.

Chc ter II, Me hods. The data collection and data
analysis procedures that were followed in the spring are
summarized hero. 0

Chapter III, Findings. This cilapter esents:

Findings on the reliability-, validity`, and
generair_:4tility of. the instrurrment z included
in,. the spring-battery;

Results of the check on Comparability of
PDC and. c,-_omparison-*groups in Michigan;

tabuitren of
r all -i tos;

stitdtion- level char:7teristi°cs

_ .

summary attrition each slLe, along
with prciject ores of the nUmber of children from
tho li Qlr- m. nu, at the
end of prnicie 3.



Chapter IV, Conclusion end RecommendaA_ons, ,4'We present
here conclusions and implications drawn from our findings on
the major issues: adequacy of the measuring instruments)
comparability of groups in Michigan, and projected attrition
at all the sites.

Changes in Evaluation Plan Since-the Last Port.

Changes,in the sample of sites., Since the last report
OCD decided that a Modified evaluation st4ategY would be more
.appropriate for the Arizona site because few tests could be
located that were suitable for use among Navajo-speaking
children as measures pf child impact. Jn addition, the
enrollment projected for the PDC and comparison groups'in
l9767 was much' smaller than thd number recommended-, so that
even if-develcipment of original Navajo-language tests. had been
undertaken,-it is unlikely that the sample available would have
been adequate for evaluation purposes The Navajo Site will
.instead be evaluated through a case history approach that will
document program process and perceived impacts.

New Jerey's participation in PDC has been discontinued
entirely; the program there is no longer receiving OCD, funds,

Postponement of surveys. Administration of the Teacher
and'Tarent Surveys at each site had been scheduled for the
spring of this:year, and the results of the surveys, were to
have been presented in this report. The surveys werepostponed,.
however, becauSe therequired clearance has not yet been
received from the Office.of Management and Budget.

PostpOnement of PPLAT analysis . An analysis of the
Preschool Productive Language Assessment:Tasks (PPLAT), an ),

-instrument that was administered on a trial basis at two sites
this spring, had originally beenplanned for thiS report.
HOwev4i-, the scoring off, this" test iVcomplex, requiring
Development of a spec al computer and the program was
/not. completed in time tb permit analysis of PPLAT data. Presen-
tation of the results will be deferred until the next report,

EJ.



II

METHODS1

Dat.- Collection ocedures

---'

To maximize tie potential for collecting highLquality
. data the following, procedures were initiated:

1. An organizational structure for individuals involved
in the data collection effort was optIined'and role
responsibilities were defined

2:: A training model .waS designed that speCifie
performance standards and provided for large-,_g_
small-group and individualized instruction, da
analysis of individual teeter performance, an
cussion of potential problems.

0n site monitoring of testers by trainers was con
prior to the start of the actual testing.

,Weekly1 monitoring was done by site interviewers.

A weekly check of all currently comple+_ted data was
-,,.m,?.de by site coordinators.

Each of these procedures is discussed beloW.

Field organization. In order for the data collection to(
be systematic and brganiz role responsibilities were
explicitly outlined. For example, site coordinator

,responsibilities included contacting the PDC coordinator'
regarding the start of-testing, setting up and chairing a
meeting with the Head Start teachers involved in the evaluation,
.keeping in contact with thesupervisor of field operations ,

about the status of data collection and any problems that the
site was having, checking all completed data on a yeekly baSis,
keeping-u.p-to-date records on the status of the da a collection,
carrying out any needed training, observing and_ 0sting
children,and monitoring testers.

1The tests- and other instruments used, and the arch of their
administration, 'Eqco. described,in Appendix A. Further details
on testing:Monitoring'and,nther precedures,-followed by testers
on site Can be found in the Field Procedures Manual, MarCh, 1976.



Of the 45 testers involved in the fall testing, 26
returned in the spring and 12 new testers were hired. For the
most part, the additional hiring was done in those four sites
(Georgia, California, :Texas and Michigan) where both PDC and
non-PDC H&ad-Start children' (or, in the Case of Georgia, the
-elementary school children) were --included .in the spring testing
sample. If there were'at least two returning testers in a
site (other than those mentioned above) no new testers were
hired since it was feasible for two people to test the PDC Head
Start children in 6 weCcs= Thus, the number of testers per
site ranged froM 2 to 5

Training model. Two intensive training sessions were
held; a four-day session for theAlin tester-trainers in early..
March and an eight -day, session for-th 38 testers in mid-March.
The methods of training were similar for both groups and in-
volved'explanation and deM6nStrationof a measure to the
entire group, followed hy-practice in small groups During
.t4etraining session for testers, the initial practice session.
after the large group'introduction and demonstration involved
the use of test "scripts." The scripts consisted of test
instructions, child responses and rationales for scoring.
In using the scripts, two testers would pair.'up dud one, the
"child,'" would Perform as indicated on the script while the
other tester administered the test without the script. This
-provided a excellent learning situation since .the child res-
-ponses included on the script covered all the administration
rules andgave the testers a chance to work with and correct
each other without having to have a'trainer nearby to answer
all their questions Two scripts were written for most of
the tests.

Rather than have the new t stemma._ 1,-par.11 b h the Observa-
tiOn'system and the 'child tests (Which is too ,much forinex-
perienced testers to cover completely, even in 6 full dayS)
the decision was made to have them focus solely on the tests
and master their administration. Thus, there were- essentially
two different training sessions going pn simultaneouslyone'
for the experienced testers which included the observation
system, and one for the new testers which provided more
practice time. When possible, the two sessions were held
jointly (as for introduction and demonstration of a child
measure) to give the experienced testers and thenew testers
the opportunity to work together and leat fr'om one another;

The revised classroom observation instrument was introduced
to the returning testers as a group with trainers demonstrating
the behaviors reflected on the instrument and returning testers



I
entifying the bserved behaviors. After, the PDC.obServation

manual was reviewed and discussed in small groups, Ithe testers,
in groupA of two and three, wrote scripts thcerporating
behaviors on the observation system :5hey then acted out the
scripts while the Otheritesters codes behviors. A better
understanding of the behavioral categories and items was
gained by this,script-writing and-acting. Videotape twlia-
bility data were collected toward the end of the training
session ('the videotape had audible time signals on it that
corresponded to the beep tapes used by testers in the class-
room). However, the trainees had a difficult time seeing and
'hearing the target child and coding the behaviors. VideotapeS
were used minimally during the training process because of
these problems.

Since it is critical that 'interviewers administer the
tests -in a standard way, each interviewer was systematicallr,
"checkV----out" on all of the phild measures,dCAring the training,
session: During this procedure a trainer played the role of
the child (also recording the "child's" responses) while
tester administered one or more of the child measures to her'.
Prior to ,these 'check-outs" the trainers' had decided how the
trainer (acting as the child) would respond to each item on
each test. This was done for two reasons: 1) to insure
that each interviewer was exposed to the same situation and
2) to incorporate child respgnses that covered all test,adminir-
tration directions. For example, on the PIPS interview,:the
are specific things for the tester to-say if the childgives
an unrelated answer, a repeated answr,, refuses to answer,
etc. By exhibiting all these. behaviors in the check-out
r'-itUation, trainers were able to assess the testers Under-
_=nding and, expertise in administering each cif the child

rmeasures.

-Standads were set for acceptable per:f.ormanc6'during,.
these cheek-outs and if they were not met, additional training
and practice were Prescribed. '.Check-outs were then repeated
at a later time duking the training session to insure correct
test administration.

The trainers met every evening to discuss the day's
activites and to report on the proc,res s or-status of each
tester. -Potential problems were identified and. discussed,as
were necessary,schedule-changes.

-On-site monitoring. In all sites eeept.one the .data
collection started one-week 'aftr.the training- session
(Iowa had a- spring break and,:so the testing started two weeks.
after training in that site). During this interval, testers

:11



practiced administering the testsi-ogether, and:where possible,
administered the tests to'preschool-aged-children'not in the..
sample. They also met' with the PDC CoOrdinator, the Head.
Start teachers involved, and spent time inthe classrooms
acquainting or reacquainting themselves with the children.

During-the weeks of'March 24 and April 5 a trainer visited
each of the to s for two days' to monitor each of the inter- :=
viewers. Th purpose of this visit was threefold:, 1) to
monitor each tester as she/he-administered the 'treasures to1/4-

a child, 2) to. review thoroughly the observation systeM and-
observe in the classroom along with the testers, (for reliability,
purposes) and 3) to review the monitoring system with them
as a group _so that they would be able. to monitor each other
on a weekly basis.

4
Although it was not feasible for the testers to administer

the tests to children'while they were in Michigan,, it was
important that each tester have suchexperierice before starting..
the -data collection.. Thus, during the on-site xisit the trainer
watched-each tester adminiSter-the sessions `and provided feed-
back on his/her interactions with the children. This experience,
served two purposes; it gave the trainer an indication of how
individual testers would establish rapport and interact with
children and it helped alleviate some of the anxieties the
inexperienced testers felt about administering the measures
tochildren. 6.

Weekly monitoring. During the cours_ of a testing week,
testers alternately monitored each other; the one acting as
monitor simultaneously 'completed the test booklets and the
individual monitoring forms for each fe8t. ' After the session,
the monitor and tester 'discussed any errors and the-monitoring
booklets and forms were sent to the High/Scppe Tounqation.
The monitoring forms are shown in Appendix B. The_Categories
on the forms besade which an X_ appears are those in which
testers, as a group, made more errorstk

--1,

an expected or than
Tr- a judged tolerable. Of the 110 cat24.J1ries across all 13 -

tests, there were only 5 with an etrortatethis high. These
.areas wi,1Lbe stressed during the next training session.' -

Weekly pre-transmittal data checks. TeAers were Jequired.
to .give or send th eir comPleted data to the site coordinator
at the end of each Week. The site coordinator then checked

--e tests, plus any,she/he had completed, for recording and
scoring errors (Site coordinators and interviewers had received a
Checklit- specifying .what to look for'when reviewing each
completed? booklet, e.g., -"Is 'the identification complete?".
"Did the-interviewer fail to give a second trial when it should
have been give0","Did the interviewer skip an item?", etc.)

12



Errors were pointed out to the particular tester and', if
necessary, further -training was provided by the site coordinator.
The site coordinator also kept track of all completed data
.(in addition td the individual records each tester kept of
his/her classes1 and mailed he completed data to the High/Scope
Foundation on a weekly basis..

Recording and scoring of data.. Data-received from each
s.e at the Bigh/Scepe,Poundation were checked by the Supervisor
of Field Operations.. Errors in recording or coding were
'identified and explained- to the site coordinators, who then
discussed them with the other testers.

Once 7the raw data.hadJpeen screened for accuracy at
High/Scope, the test protocols were tagged with unique identi-
ficaticin- numbers for each student, scored and verified,
keypunched and-verified.

Data collection sequence. In those three sites where the
data were Collected on both PDC and comparison children, the
same procedure was followed as in the all each tester was
assigned to test children in both the PbC and comparison classes
and the data on children in both groups were collected simul7
taneously. At,the remainder of the sites only the PDC children
were tested, and testers, for the most part, were assigned.to
classes they were familiar-with:

The children were liSted on the testing rosters in the
-order of their falL-te-sting date and .testers were instructed
to test children-in that order (e.g., the children tested
,f,irSt.in the fall would be tested first in the-spring). This
was to maintain a test - retest interval that-would be fairly
constant for all children_ the mean.interval between fall
and spring testing was 6,8 months, with a standard deviation
of .8 months.

The procedure followed by- testers in determining the
language capabilities of chilenin!the testing Sample was
(1) to 'ask each child'sclassroom teacher for hi or her judgment,
(2) to observe the child's verbal behavior:under natural class-7
room circumstances, and (3) on the basis of these indications,
to administer the English or Spanishversioor both, of the \

Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM), In.Most.caseS,-alithree step
of this -procedure produced consistent Conclusions,. and!subgequent
testing . was aecardiriglY conducted in English -or pani`sh or mot -h:'
(In some cases, this screening procesE, left td the concluslbn that
theNhild was,proficient in some third language, but not English
or Spanish. These children were deleted from the testing sample.)
When the conclusimIsiproduced were in(=:onsistent, the tester made.
a judgment .of the child.'s language capabilities based upon all
the avilabi t information.`

l3



The spring PDC.data collection started the week of March
28th in all the sites' except Iowa, where it started a Je.ek
latr. The leng4h of the data Collection period was fairly
costant across the sites, With, most finishing,up within
six weeks. The data collection effort progressed mudh more
smoothiyduring the spring due to__testpr familiarity with the
tests, t o testing procedure, theildren/_the teachers,
etc., and was successfully completed an all

14
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Data Analysis Procedures

The primary (purpose of the spring analysis of child
measures' was totdetermine,their adequacy or use 'in, the
longitudinal evkl_lu,tion of PDC. ,Secondarily, data from the
.Michigan site were" analyzed to determine the comparability
of PDC and comparison groups there-, since stfficient data
had not been produced .during fall testing to permit this
comparison. For both purposes it was necessary to examine
(or re-eamine) the reliability and validity cf the instru-
ments included in the spring battery.' The priMary,analysis,
rhich fodused_on psychometric characteristics of the -

/lattruments, consisted of :s4 major steps, as shown in
Figure 2,J These steps dealt sequentially with

o° internal consistency in spring 1976;
o constancy of internal consist icy from fall,

to,spring;
test - retest (fail-spring) reliability ;.
validity;
sens-it vity-to fall-spring WAnge-; and
relevance to so0,a1 °drupe -_ce.

The.details of these steps. are described in the follOwing
text-. Flow charts depicting each,of the six steps'separately
car n be found in Appendix C.

Step 1: Does the Internal cons stencE Coefficient indicate
ReliabiLity

,/

Cronbach's alpha, a-measure of internal conSistency,
is an index of the amount of overlapping variance among the
items that comprise a scale; it may be conceived as the
mean of all possible split-half correlations (e.g., a corxe-
lation of theodd and even items with n a scale). Coefficient
alpha can be :interpreted as a meaalre of the reliability of 'an
instrument at a single administration since it reflects the
d*Iree to which the onstituent- itenis of a,test relate to a
unitdroo- s.truct --the degree to which they tend to measure
the same t ing.

'The procedure-5- -cribed,in.this section rbfer to all child
measures except the Pre school Interpersonal Problem Solving
Test and the Classroom 419..tervation System. Internal consa e rcy
analysis is inappropriate for the PIPS so 5t.ns 1 and 2 wer
omitted from the analysis sequence For that Ileasure. The
analysis of the Classroom Observation ,,teleis treated separately
in Chapter III.

=
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Figure 2
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The procedure ollowed for the determination of spring
1976 internal consistency reliability is pictured in Figure.
C-1, Appendix ;C: internal consistenclvWas determined for-
each fch measure for the two combined samples of-English-dominant
and SpaniSh-dominant children taking each test.' If the
alpha for a measure was.over4.65Within either language

-sample, the measure was considered internally consistent-
-for that group for the spring test administration;- if the
alpha value for a measure fell below .65,that measure was
likely to be dropped from the analysis proce4re.

Ste the Internal consis-ce. i n_ Constant from
all' tazaanaL-

Fi4ure C -2, Appendix C, outlines the procedure for
acomparing 'fall and spring Coeffidient alpha iwalues.- For

each Measurethe spring alphas. for the English and Spanish
language, samples were compared to the fall alphas-for the
English and-Spanish "best aggregates."' Measures that were
reliable. at, both time points -(alpha .65) were considered
to have deinonstrated adequate internal consistency and are

,likely to be .retained in the final test battery. Problems
with ifiternal consistency at each time point are discussed
in the Findiings- _section for each particular measure. Measures;
that- failed to achieve an alpha value of .65 at both time
points are likely to be dropped from .the battery.

Ste_ Does the Tes- RetesT Coefficient Indicate Stability?

,,-HaVing data available from. two administrations of these
child measures for the same children, it was possible to
assess -ehe reliability over tome (stability) of the measures

Tx,

The English-language sample includes all English-dominant,-
nen-handicapped students for whom each measure was obtained.
The Spanish-language sample includes all non handicapped,
Spanish-dominant students for whom each meaSure was obtained
in Texas and California. (The procedure. for deciding which
language would be most appropriate for testing bilingual
children was described on p. 13.)

'In addition to meeting the criteria outlined for English
language and Spanish language samples, aggregate samples for
the fall-alpha computations were selected so that only those
students who had non - missing data on all reliable and valid
tests were included. The English aggregate included .only
1(.:)_u sites here Lest scores of PDC errs comparison children

were comparable.
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foraindividuals and for the two language groups. Figure C-3,
Appendix__ _C, illustrates the procedure followed for fail-to-
spring reliability checks, - Stability oft the measures for
individuals -Ias assessed using bhe Pearson produCtmoment
correlation as the coefficient of test-retest reliability.
Since in most'cases, the time between test administrations
was relatively short, it seemed logical that spring scores,
would correlate strongly `and positively wit'hfall'scores for
individual students. On the other hand, the' interval (about
six 'months) was greater than usually desirable%for test - retest
reliability -- especially considering that.it repreSented six
months during a child's first preschool, experience. Therefore,
extremely high correlations' were net expected nor were they
required-to -qtrate reliability. The criterion for this
measure 'o ndlvidual stability was -a r value 'greater than .40.

Step 4: Are the Measures Valid?

The procedures followed for the determination Of_validity
'of measures are pictured in Figure C-4, Appendix C. As with
reliability, previous research provides some information on the
validity of the measures. But the validity of the measures
also must be ascertained within the context of the PDC
evaluation. Most of-the measures were sele larger
existing batteries, and items on most of the measures have
been modified; both to meet the needs of the Sample ping
tested and to permit use by paraprofessional testers.
Therefore the validity of the measures within the PDC
environment, and within :the 'test battery in which they are
administered,c_must be determined anew. The concern yin this
rep_rt is with concurrent validity--a measure's. relationship

other measures of the same construct and to measures of
other constructs: a measure should correlate highly with
other measures of,the same- constructs, and should not correlatE
at all with Measures of independent constructs.'

An hypotheSized correlation matrix. was constructed prior
to the fall data-analysis, based'on knowledge of the constructs'
the-measures were .presumed to represent. The values in the
matrix indicate the level of relationship that theoretically
should obt4ITIbetween the measures if they are valid measures
of the constructs. The actual spring correlations (within
language groups) were then evaluated against the hypothesized
correlations.



The-hypothesized correlation' matrix wa constructed by
-, -

deterMining first the correlations" within t e three-areas of
child :tests; that is-, within CognitiveLang age =measures,
within Psychomotor measures, -and within-Social7Emotional
measures. Then the desired correlationa among the three
grcklias of testsq-were determined. Generally, higher corre-
-lationa'were_expected withn an area than betWeen areas,
But s' ce.each area is actually composed of linked constructs
rather han alternative mIasures of the same cdribtruct,:very'
few-high.correlatiorA were expedted.

,
The actual,springeerrelstions betweerLmeas r s (the

ones.found reliable) were cp,lculated within each language ,

gr up, andtthe following,prdcedureipped to determine whether
given meadb7re- was 'Valid. First, the 9btainedfintercorre-
ation'matrix.was coMpdred with the hypothesiz47Matrix and-
devia.tiona of each correlation from the hypothesized one were
calculated (e.g,,:if the hx4hesizedAcorrelation was "medium"
and that obtained was "low," 4- deviatidn Of."-1",was scored;
if the hypothesized'correlation was "zero" and that obtained
was "medium, a-deviationof '1+2' wasscoredr.. For each
measure, the absolute values of tht,deviations were summed
across alt.beasures an diVided.by -he cumber of measures.
If this ratio had a value of r.o or less, the measure was
considered valid. The criterion implidit:in this procedure
is- that a measure's concurrentyalidity is adequate if, on
the averae, the obtained adorreltions with other measures
are with p. the range adjacent to {the expected value.

----,- 7e

This procedure allowa-forrather large deviations from
the hypothesized relations; but the prwedure was jiAged
to permit a usefuq first approximation- t establishment of
validity.'

For each measure, the actual spTing correlation matrix
of reliable-measures for the-English- and Spanish-language
samples was compared with the actual fall correlation matrix
of these same measures for the:English and Spanish "best
aggregates." lie de- validity of a meaaure,
most iteight. , was given to thd/omparisons of actual spring
valuWWith the hypothesized denceptual framework."However,
if a measure!failed-at bath time points to within the
hypothesized range, bur :fell within the sane range (e.gr,
"medium") at both time points, consideratVqn was given to
the pOssibility,that these obtained-values,might mora
closely represent the actual degree (nfrelationship between
measures to be expected in the PDC popUlations- (see the
esults section for a discussion of specific measures.)



Measures Sepsitive to

An important 'criterion of an instrument's utility is
whether' or not the scores it produces reflect change when
change car- be assumed to have occurred. Figure t-5, Appendix C
illustrates the proCedlliresollowed to assess sensitivity to
change for each meas#e -for 'th6:LPDC English- and Spanish-
dominant samples. For all-non-handicapped students, wit7h
non -missing ,data at both time pOints, paired t-tests-;weize
computed comparing fall and spring scores on each reliable
and valid measure. Spring rdeans forgrOups were' predicted to
be greater than fall means. Each measure for which the spting
mean was significantly greater than the fall-mean (using a
directional t- test) was considered sensit.4ve:to groaSs changes
in groups'oVer.time: However, since with%sartiple sizes as large::'
as these slight.changes in mean scores might produce a
significant rellult-, -.further analyses uk sensitivity to change
weeeFneceSsary to assess the suitability'of the instruments as
change measures. in a longitudinal analysis. These fu,ther
analyses were based upon consideration of the.separate..sources
Of change in the behavior of children in the PDC testinl samples:
principally these sources are, maturation and the school program.
Program-related change was not expected to be.detectable from
fall 1975 to spring 197'6 :because of the shortness of the interval
and the relatively.'smalL differential between PDC and comparison
programs at the Head start level. 'thus-Thus-4Che analyse focused on
agerelated change, as will this discussion.

There are two-general ways of viewing the age-relatedness
of a test score. At a single time point, for a group cif.

_v
children, differences in the children's ages may be related to
differences in 'their test scores. The correlation betty n ago
and test score is 'a measure of the strength of this re tionship.
In this sense, age is a.charactetistic each child has n
relation to other children. A researcher can predict tbe
-'difference between the test scores of two children based on
some proportion of the-'differences in_their ages. For a
particular child, the difference between his or her test scores
at two time points may also be related to the differencein
age at those two time points. In this_sense, age is a charac-
teristic each child )liasin relation to himself or herself=
wit other status variables controlled, the relationship of an
indivIdual chl4disagv,totest scores over time should be
siMijar to the,relatiOnship between age and test score in a
group of mixed-age children at a single. time point.

20



Steen the-fall and spring testings, the child-has
It.is tp expect that if the PDC

child measures are development&I;.(i-e-, sensitive to age-
,-.related changes), child-A";,. whose age'Was 50 months in the

fall and 55 months in t1i4'sPring, should have a spring score
that is similar to child B's fall score if child B.was.55.
months in the fall. 'It is also reasonable _to'exppct that
five months of educational experience sha-uld have added
something to a child: score over and above'mere aging.
So, it made sense to predict that child A in the spring would
dp as well as (qnd probably better than) child B did in the
fall-if theP'were matched on other status variables (or if
these were Statistically controlled).

The following strategies were ,employed in assessing
age-related change:

. ?

1. 'Fall child measures were regressed on citird
status variables, including fall age. The'
overall R2-ankthe spinificance levelsof_each'
predictor were exatind.

2. Spring child measures were regressed on child status
variables and spring age. The overall R2 and, the
significance levels of each spring predictor were .

compared to the fall predictors. This replication
was necessary to determine whether of not these
predictors stood in the same relationship to the
child ,measure as they did,in the fall.( Unmeasured
factors, such as the difference between programs
or levels of implementation, or increasing
differencespetween-ethnic groups or previOusly
treated (preschool) Children, might have seriously
altered the predictive power of the status variables
measured. If fall and spring regression equations
were not compara4le, the analysis was terminated here.

3 Based on knowledge of status varlables'f9i each.'
child in the fall sample, expected-spring scores
were computed using a multiple linear regression
pre-diction model; substituting the nevi age (spring)
for the old age (fall) in the fall prediction
equation (separately for English and Spanisli.
language samples)

xarnpi

_
Fall score: BSM-E r= a uhit vector ÷ Fall Age + a ,Sex +

aEthnicity
,o . 2 ,

+ a 4 Program + a Prescho71 +-at siblings5 _ _6

Ekpeeted
Spring Score: BSM-E = ao Unit + aj Spring Age + a2c Sex +

a Ethnicity + a4 Proqr-m + as Preschool +
a SIbilings .

21

I

1,:



Within language group-S,'spring observed mean scores were
compared with spring expected mean scores. (IniaWdition, a__
status variable was created that classified children On whether
or mot their observed Score was higher than, equalto, 6r
16wer than the.expected score. The percentage of1Children
having,scores higher than or equal to fall scores wa's predicted
to -he larger 'thanthe percentage whose spring scores :re lower
than their fall scores, )

if the mean observed spring score was greater than or
equal to thd mean ex spring score, the measure was
considered sensitive tpHage7related,change.. If the observed
score was less than theyeXPected score, the measure-was nt
considered sensitiveA0,:age-related change fdr this:testing
interval. Nevertheless, the measure *might be retained for'
future testing since Several other factors might be influencing
performance:

The measure might have been design_ to tap relatively
stable child dimensions-, and as. su h maybe used aS
a covariable in later analyse.

0 4
The child of 4 or 5 may not gain competeace on this,
task during this age peribd, but may,show significant
maturity and educational experience-related gains at
later ages.

This measure. Mightjae'sengitive to chariges over
greater' time periods fe.g., 12 months or 18 months).

.

Are the:Measures Related to Social Com etenceT

°. if socialcompetence is not simply an unconnected
collection of specific abilities but a fairly global trait
correspondingrtq something like "know-how" or "savvy," then
we might reasonably expect each individual measure in the
battery to be empirically related toa central criterion of
social competence;` To-teit-this .assumption, the ratings
'Ss'Signea to,each child in the sample ,by hisMr her,teacher.
(using the PDT: Child Rating Scale) and thoge assigned.by
the tester (usiagithe Pupil Observation Checklist) were
selected as the most general vailable measures 'of "social

these was examined: 'The 'ratio ale for tha selection of these)
competence'," and the" relati9n,hip othe.11ther measuregto

measures was- that a broad rangy of the child's characteristics--
boiAl, emt?tional, cognitive, linguistic,. and psychomotoris

Spanned, when the teacher and tester assess the degree to which
the child... ,.

-.When speaking of a- measure: of "Social competence,"
s
distinct

from the concept of social competence, humility dictates' the
use of'quotation marks, since we are tar from being able to
assume that what has been measured 'is a genUine embodiment of
social, competence:



"Has the desire_ to maaier all kinds.- o ski -iii,
q ...,

"Expects to'isucceed, not afraid
i

i

f failure:"

"A.ttempts to solve social problems w th little
it astistance,"

i=

"Active vs.

"Quick to respond va.,

ive "
4

urgi

"Keeps trying vs. Giz 1e p ensile

There are 39 items in the rating..scalfrscompleted by the teacher
-.and 12 in thvscale completed by,the,t'ester, assuring'a fairly

broad report;of the .impression tie t,*Ali-lave gained of the ohild's-...
... -.

general performance.

Having selected )these two sets of measures as "social
competence" criteria,kthe strategy for examining the relevance
to47social competence of the other measures in tie battery was
to determine how. well scores on each of these Dther measures

'tCould be predicted from knowledge of a child's staus on the
"social competence" criteria. Thamore_aecurately,a test
score could be predicted, the firmer the grounds for assuming-
that the trait measured by the,child test is truly relevant
to the dtvelopment of social competence.- It is important
to note, though, that the reverse reasoning does not'hbld:
the finding of a weak'relationship does not necessarily mean
that the trait measured by the child Itest is unrelated to
social competence--it may be,, for example, that the relationship
s-one that cannot be detected at n.,-early stage of devel6pment,
and it may also be that the "sociald.competence" criteria selected
,do not adequately represpnt the concept of social competence.

lf

The prdaedure'followed in this expior4ion of each
measure's relevance to social competence jas first to fad-tor
analyze all the 51 item's contained- in Ehe C Child Rating
Scale and the .Pupil Observation Checklist thie:iratrumilts
compi ted by teacher and tester, respectiv ly) to-determine
how e items might.hest be aggregated. n the basis of the
fact__ s that emerged, factor scores were computed for,each,
child', then these'scores and all other measures were factor
analyzed together. : (If the aggregated te:cher and tester
ratings- mtruly represent assessments of etence in general
ra her than pai.ticularized cpMpetence, th&-- actor scores
h==eated from the ratings would be expected-to load prominently
on the general falctors found within the total set of child
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measures'; thus this analysis- prvided a tentative-check onethe
validity of the criteria.) Finally, each measure produced'` =

lyy the child tests'was regressed on ,the "social competence",
criteria. -Jr' other-wbrds, the criteria- served as the predicter
variables and each child measure was the variable whole value
was to be predicted. The results permitted an examination
of the relationship-between,each child measure and the
competence" criteria, collectively and singly. Figliire_C-,6, -^
Appendix C, illustrates the analytic process just ddscribed.

Other Analyses

Iry addition to the analyses of test characteristics,
-two other sets of analyses were performed: examination of
the comparability of the PDC and comparison samples in Michigan
gnd examination 'of the-suitability of the instrumets'for

4. ..t -,,

ildren inthigher grades.
_
131-dOnlar'iS, Michigan. In the

fall, diffiCulties encountered in-data collection made'it,_
`impossible to gather the data needed ,to determine the compara-
bility-of voups in Michigan as had been done for all the other
PDC sites Thus both groups at this site were -re- tested in the
spring to permit this essential analysis. The procedure
involved comparing the groups on the same demographic variables
involved in the-fall comparisons for other sites, and on the
performance measures found to be reliable and Valid for the
Michigan sample this spring. For every.variable all_available
Aata'enteredj_nto a test of the equality,, of PDC vs. comparison
group status: For categorical datas(on ethnicity,' for-example),

. the lity of 'PDC and Comparison`' - group Jrop,rtions was evaluatedrby mans 'of the chi square statistic; for mo' :ic data (all test (
sco es), equality of group means wts_deteriukued by t testa. The
crfteridkof significance for each statistical test wa a
'probability value of less than .10; _ ,

.

Suitabili -.0 of; the instruments .r children n.hIghe
grades. -In KaryianA, 30-third-grade_childreil were
for:testing his spring in order to permit 'examination of the
psychoMetric characteristies of the battery for children at
this upper extreme. (If the PD c evaluation is extended into
'a longitudinal study, the target cohort of Head Start children
will be-followed throug17.1 their -,third -grade year.) In Georgia,
where-the cross-sectional \ comparison group consists'of children
,in grades K 3, spring t&-ting of the comparison children
served the dual purpose of 1 oviding the cross - section of
scores. required by this spedial'design and also of yielding
further indications of-the tests' suitability for children
in the upper g ades.
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The analysis procedure was essentially tAe.samer.ag that
foll wed.for the children in the Head _Start amply except
that ha` comparison of falI4Wring data was iAvolvedChe
objectiN;es were to examine -the=. -t t li bility, val ty,
scsre'diZstributionS, arid relevance to social competence for
these ''harbinger4 children. .
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FINDINGS

Descriptive Character icso'f the Samples

In fair 1975, p DC-_ nd comparison group children were
tested at-:14 sites. In the spring, testing was conducted
at 13 sites.(the:deciSion had been made, as noted in Chapter
to 'eamine program= impact iii- Arizona by alternative mean),
and at 9 of these sites, bnly the PDC groups were tested because,
ccording to the original plan, children in the pilot year
comparison groupsiwere not to be followed'iongitu,dinally.
However, in Michigan, comparison children were tested because .it
had not been possible to complete testing there in the failv
in .Georgia, the cross- sectional (elementary-level%) comparison
group was tested in order to obtain baseline measures of
children's spring status against which to comparethe perforM'anthe
of the PDCmthildrren in later-years; ,acid in CIllifornia and Texas,
the two bilingul sites, dompariSon'ictidadren'were tested in order,.
to ensure a Spanishdominapt sample of the largest possible
sizelLnote in Table California and Texas s-are eachz
divided into English-dominant and'Spanish-dpminant samples.

Children were eliminated from the analytic' sample ;(thee
,sample from whidh data were drawn for the various analyses).
if ,hey were' identified as having a.handicap likely to interfere
with development orwith testing (e.g., hearingl impairment).
Chiidren With'-non-debilitating handicaps were retained, however.
Children with debilitating handicaps' will'be included in some
aspects of the evaluation in the future but are excluded at thi
stage from analyses that focus on test characteristics.-

The first column in Table 1 shows the number f all
children tested at each site; the last column shows the
number of those retained in the-analytic sample. For purposes
of general information, theltablealso shows ethnic proportions
and proportions of Spanish- and E: lish-dominant children at
each site In the bottom row, the e variables-are summarized
across all sites and all groups.
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Table .1
-

DekaTiptive Characte istic of the ampIes
for Spring pat 1976

-10

CALIFORNI - PDC
Comp

31

27

TDC
CALIFORNIA-Span

Comp
5

11

CO L CI RAD
,--

iC 37

CONNECTICUT AC 41

GEORGIA
.

PDC
Comp

34

41

FLORIDA D 21

IOWA PDC ' 34

MARYLAND PDC
3rd Graders

45

30

MICHIGAN PDC
Comp

32

51

NEW JERSEY PDC 45

TEXAS-Eng PDC
Comp

1_2

- 4

-
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eliab lity.of the u -n fort Head _Start Children

T b estimates of eliability were Calculate fo- the
child -easures: internal consistency, as defined by

1 Cronb chls alpha; and stability, the correlation between
fall: =F d spring scores. Table 2 shows the internal
o nsisten cy of the measures} based on fall ;L975 scores:
cm-'S:p ing 197 scores. Table 3 Shows the Stability of
the m asures .froM fall'1975 tO:spring.1976. A measure
had t adhieve an internal .conWistency alpha of at leas ki'65-
to be considered,reliable for use.viith this population. i

A fa l7sUjng COrreiatOn_of .40 was considered desirable,
ut ess stress was pi ced on this measure of stability

bec e7it spans a fairly long interval of time for tet-
rete t reliability, especially for achild's first' year of
Ares hool experience. In addition,., slight changes:in test

Ie
-admnistration,and/or test scoring -:

g
_ere made many of the

tes s between fall and Spring and tHse.'dhan s could ave
reduced the correlations.

o summarize the reliability findings, the following
tests are judged to,be reliable for use in the PDC evaluation:
BSM-E, BSM-S, WPPSI Blo'ck Design, Verbal Fluency, Verbal
MemoryiArm Coordination, Draw.A-Child,f:4POCL, PIPS, the
'Hating Scale, and the site-specific Measures (Opposite Analogies
and Bo You 1016w..?). Each instrument is discussed-in detail ,

below.

Bilingual Syntax Measure-English. The BSM-E is considered
to be reliable for Engfish-doTinant-children.'. It achieved
abeeptablelevels of interne consistency in -the fall and
'spring and. an acceptable falltp-spring-Correlation for this
sample. An insufficient number of Spanish-dominant children
received-this test, to permit adequate assessment-of reliability
for that group.

Bilingual Syntax Mea ure-Spanish. The HSK-S (for -

Spanish- dominant children ), is considered conditidnally reliable.
The.fall and spring alphgs were acceptable; but the fall-to-spring
correlation Was low .38) possibly due to slight scoring chaliges
made 'during 'the --_ ri_ testing period.--: ....

,

,ITI±kIacjiL_Da71,6LLI This test,intended,to be given at all
sites in he fall of,_ years II:and.III of the evaluation, was . iven
to he children in the Michigan site this: spring since those

chi.tdren were tested last fall'. At all-time'points, the test
is judged to be reliable, based on the alpha coefficients for--
internal consistency. No fall-sprir4cOrrelatiou could be
c4lculated_sinc6- no chfldren,i±occived -th -tost at both time points.



Table 2

-Estimates of Rel_abiLty of the Child Measures,
lased on Cronbach's Alpha (Internal, Congistency)1
For Fal1,71975'and Spring 1976--Head, Start Children

Child Measures .(SoUr e

ro lbac h
English-Dominan

Children
Fall Spring
197 1976

Alpha
Spanish-Dominant

Children
Fall

. Spring
1975

COGNITIVE-LANGUAGE
Bilingual Syntax Measure - English

-
Bilingual Syntax, Measure-Spanish

(WFPSI)Block Design

Verbal' Fluency

Verbal Memory-1

Verbal M6mony-3,

MSCA)

(CIRCUS

(MSCA)

(MSCA)

(MSCAI

.82

(691)2
.88
(13)

.75

(724)

.63,
,(721)

.47

(720)

,75
(726)
.64

(724)

(725)

.88

(430)

. 78

(80)

.61

(458)

.31

(440)

. 74

(458)

.73
(AP)
.83

(434)

.93

(17)
96

'(85)
.86

(87)

.63
(87)

.47
(86)

.72

(87)

.67
(87)

.74

(87)

.93

(NO)

. 76'-
(7©)

.71

(68%
.40

(68)

71 ,

68)

PSYCHOMOTOR
Arrn Coordination

Draw-A-Child

Leg Coordination

(MSCA)

(MSCA)

(MSCA)

(738)
.82

(737)

(733)

.62

(457)
.74-

(456)
.19

(424)

SOCIAL-EMOTIO_AL
'POOL .

Child Rating ale-it
"Poiee"

Child, Rating Scale-2: .
"AgressiveneSs"

Child Rating Scale-3:
"Determination"

, -

"Self-suffic:ency"
Child Rating 0-6:
"FleXibili- "

(High Scope)

(High/Scope

SITE SPECIFIC ASURES
Opposite Anal6iies
(Colorado and utah)

Do You Know.4.
(FloridA, and ',West Virginia) (CIRCUS

.90

Z.79)

.82

(205)

.87
-(205)

.35,
(205)

.69
(205)

.75

(205)

. 93,

'(462)

.91

(153)

.75
(153)

.82

(153)

.85
(153)

. 69

(153)

.58

(87)
.81

(87)

.76

(67)

. 67

(67):
.34

(66)

.87 .94
(87) (70:

.76/.64 .69

(71) (6V,) (5

.42/.67 .7

(34) (58) (46)

The samples.. consisted of all PDC and Comparison Head Start--children across all
sites. Alphas were calculated separately for'English-,and Spanish-sgeaking children.

i
t'Numbers, in parenthesis are the sample size on whch the_ CronZach!s alphas based.

Fall alphas are reported by site; they were not calculated overall.

ise
30 A ;



Stability of Child Measures
Correl oki of Fall Scores with Spring--ScOres

Correlation of Fall 1975 Score
with Spring _1976 -Score.

English-Dominant ' 7Spanish-Dominant
Head Start Children

Child N

BSM-English 31

BSM- Spanish1

Conceptual Grou-ingl 92

Verbal Fluency' 362

Verbal Memory-1 328

Verbal MemOry-3

Arm Coordination' 41

Draw-A-Child 361

Leg Coordination' 27

POCL 355

PIPS2 120

NOTE

.68

.49

Head_Start Children

N

. 45 68

.38

. 43

.72

j .51

.45

:49

11-

r

.36

/.65

All correlations are significant at the p .05 leA;e1.

'Administration and/or scoring changed from fall to-spring resulting
in some xeduded sample sizes and'bessibly reduced correlations

The PIPS was administered at fewek sites in the fall.



-, Conceptual Grouping. This test _is unacc. ble in
terms of its reliability for both English- and Spanish-
doininant children, die to low alpha- (in spite of an
acceptable fall-spring correlation).

Say and Tell.. Say and. Tell, e CIRCUS-subtes_ obtained
unacceptably low alphas and IS judged -to be unreliable for
-both samples.

Verbal Fluency.-- Verbal Fluency is judged to be conditionally
reliable,-baSed on acceptable alphas-for both language, groups
and -an. acceptable fall-spring correlation for the English sample;
but the fall-spring correlation-was low for the Spanish sample.
The correlations were probably somewhat reduced because of a
change in item order from fall to spring which was intended
to help.children distinguish between - he. animal -.arid toy
categories.

Verbal Memory. Parts 1 and of this'test were administered;
and both have acceptable levels of internal consistency although
the-fall-te-spring correlation for Verbal Memory - was low. The
test was riot administered in the spring to Spanish dominant chil-
dren. 8bth parts are reliable for the English sample.

Arm Coordination. Samechatiges in the administration of
this- test appear to have improvecrthe alphas for the spring
testing for both language groups; and since the fall-to-spring 4
correlations were also acceptable,-,Arm Coordination is judged
reliable.

Draw-A-Child. Since the alphass` and the fall-spring
correlations were all acceptable, Draw-A-Child is considered

_ _

reliable for bbth language groups..

Leg Coordination. This test judged unreliable due
the lack of internal consistency.

Pupil Observation Checklist. The PO CL attained- a high
degree of internal consistency for both language groups at

-

both time points, and the fall-spring correlations were
acceptable but lower than anticipated. This measure is yudged
to be reliable:

-4
Preschdol interpersonal Problem-Solving Test. The scoring

of the PIPS does-not result in iteM'scores that can be used to
calculate ,Cronbachis alpha. ,But b ed do en acceptable fall
spring collrelation,_the PIP 'is jud ed

_ 4
-The subscales for thePOL and the .Child Rating Scale
diScussed:ip,Appendix

'.-,



. Child_Ratin Scale. All of the spring factorg on
-thesChild Rating Scale are judged to be reliable, based on
internal consistency. No fall-spring correlations were-cal-
igulated since.the fall and spring factor scores dollot match
completely in terMa of items included in. each. The rating
Scale was used in only six sites-thia- spring, none of them
witA,SpaniandaMinant-children, so the reliability estimates
apply only to the- English-dominant .group.- '

PDC Child- In rview (Faces). Testers reports from the
fieldmade it clear that the Faces procedUrp was sti confusing
for Head Start childreri that the results would not be useable.
Thus, the standard psychometric analyses were not carried
out for this measurQ,Instead,-the data will be reserved for
later study that mqyllead.to revision of the instrument.

Validi the ,Instruments for Head. start Children

The validation procedure .(described more fully -in the
Methods section of this.report) involved determining the expected
logical relationship of each reliable measure to others, then
Comparing these expectations with the relationships that actually
appeared in the data. ,Table,4 displays the M:atrix_of expected
relationships. The more consistent the-'eXPected-,and the actual
relationships ;for any measure, the stronger the ` -basis assumin
measurement validity. Under this procedure, degree afsalidity
is expressed in terms of the mean deviation of-expected from
actUil.relationships. For example, if it was expected that the
correlation%of Measure A with Measure B would fall in the range
`defined as "Medium': but it actually fell in the "low" range, this
represented a deviation of 1 unit froth the.expectation.' Deviations
weresiltriMed and averaged to produce a validity index for each
measure.

Figute 3 presents profiles of the indexes so obta d for
each measure across testing samples. As in the inter etation of
data analyzed in fall 1975,:a mean deviatiOn of 1 or was
accepted as evidence of validity;.(deviationscould theoretical
range from 0 :to-61, According to'the Criterion,a11-.0.e instru-
ments examined are acceptably valid for Head Start children with
the possible exception of the English version of the BSM when
administered to Spanish7dominant children. This finding and
validity findings for older children are discussed'at greater
iength in this report
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Figure 3

Validity Profiles for Measures judged Tenatively Reliable,
:Spring 1976 Data

Measure

BSM-Englith

BSM-Spanish=

WPPST Block Design

1.5

1.0
Verbal Fluency

Head ',.Head

Start Staid
Eaglish Spanish

Mean
(unweighted)

across all
gr./cups-,

1.0
.5

1.5

0
(.4)

.5

C

(.6)

(.5)

( 4) (.4) (.4

(1.0)

The points plotted mean deviation oY.th
:1

u'measure ffom .expec _d
. relationships with o measuies. The broken lino represents the 16ve1 abo-ye

which devia-tions are considered excessive. (The rang of theoretically
possible deviations extends from 0 to 6.)

continued



Figure 3 (continued)

Validity Profiles for MeAsyres Judged. Tent
Spring 1976 Data

(continued)
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Sensitivit-: of Child MeasurestoChange

Since. the _impact evaluation will be using child measures
to'detect change thA can be attributed to program differences,
it is necessary. to determine the extent to which the child
measures included in the battery are actually sensitive to
change. The findings reported'here=should be considered
only estimates of the sensitivity tat the measures ae likely
to show in tho future, since (1)-the time period between .4

testingswas shorter than AA will be in the' future, '(2,),'it

was primarily PDC children who were included in the i,esting_
and anal and (3) some of he measures underwent slight'
-f-eV sions.between, the falliand speing testing periods.

As described under Data Analysis Procedures in Chapter II,
the sensitivity-to-change analyses Wereof three types. First,
the correlation of each mksure.,' in the fall and in the spring,
with child age at the time_ofktesting was calculatd to
deterMine the age-relatedness of the measures (a substantial
relationship was expetfd to be found; for most measures).
Next, a paired (or-corklated) t to -ti= was calculated for the
difference between the fall mean score and the sprin*mean
score on,each,measureto ascertain if the'scores,increased

A--

significantly from fall to spring.. Finally, a regression'
procedure was used to determine whether the observed spring
mean on a measure was equal: to or greater than-th7,expected,
or predicted, sprin mean, which would. show that children
gained at least as lich as they were expected to gain over
the given time interval. All three ,analyses were examined to
assess sesitivitr to change. The re=sults of the analyses
were more critical for some measures than-for others. For
example, scores on the Child Rating Scale and tha-POCL,were'
expected to,be less belated to age than were scores on the,
other measures since the ratings were being made relative
to other children their age. And while scores on-these ratin
were'expected to change from fall to spring, they were- nbt ..

expected to change in a consistent up-or-down direction.
V

,-. ,
Correlations with age. The corr,elatione'bf each Ifethe:.-

measures with child age at the time of testing are shown in
.Table 5. The correlations tend to be significant but low;,
generally around .15 to .30. They were not, in fact,, expected
to be-- much higher, since the measures would notAe useful for
'a prograM evaluationtif they were related mainly to age rather
than ,te,differential experiences. The only consisten roblem
indicated ,by the correlations is Withpr4ITA-Chilc1,.for the/ki

spanish=d6Mihant grouP., There was-, hOWeVel-a s'ifidant,'gain
from fall to sP'ring .(see-Table 6) fot thy. i, '_ dt-2 In .

addition- consOcration-is being given to a more (78-plex,seoringj, . ---,

37



Table 5

Sensitivity of Child Measures to Change: Correlations
o Fall 1975 Scores and Spking 197.6 Scores

'With Age at Time of-Testing

Correlation of fall
score with fall age

Enlish ani

Correlation of spring,
score With spring age

Fn =lish Spanish.

BSM-E

BSM-S,

Cionceptual Grouping

Verbal Fluency

Ver 71 Memory-1

Verbal Memory-3

WPPSI Block Design4.

Arrn Co rdiration.

Leg Coordination

Draw-A-.Chi ld

PIPS'

POCL {total) fall

POCL-1 spring

POCL-2 spring

Do You Know

pjo Anal s

CRS'' Fl: led
CRS-F20. nice

CRS-F3. work

CRS-F4 ,mime

CRS -S1= Poise

. 25**
(328.)

. 22**
(92)
. 20**.

(356)
-.12**
(339)
. 22**
(355)

_cR agres lye-
neSS'

CRFS3: do termination

CRS-S4: self-
iffirioncv

CRS -ss: flexibtlity

.29**
(3-56-)

-.19**
(123)
.22**

(3,47)

. 14

(95)
. 14
(9r5)
. 3© **
(95)
. 05

(95)

. 33
(68)

. 23*
(70)

1.45*
(69)
. 22*

(70)

. 13
(70)

. 00
(70)

. 1.7**
(406)

.21**
(442)
.20*!

. 08*
(420)-
1.13**
(420)
-.10

. 28 **

(70)
2-54*
64)

. 17
. (68)

(70)

-41:4*)*

."54
(67)

'49** .38**
(410) (66)

.18 .12
(43 ) (67)

15 * .18,
(423) , (68)

.17** .28*
(435) (70)

.15** .23*

(435) (70).
.21
(44)
.42**

. 03

(1451

(153P'-'

.13
(152)
. 09

(155)
.25**
155

1-

*ignificanL at p<.05; prOpability-
"sr-gnificant at p''.01, c rertional



Table 6

S6nsitivity o Child Measures tb Chan e- DiffcrenCeBetween Fall 1975
and Spring 1976 Scores, as-Measured By Pairwise t Tests:

BSM-E

BEM -S

Conceptual Grouping

Verbal Fluency

-Verbal Memory-1

Verbal Memory -3

,Arm Coardinationi

Draw-A-Child

HLO Coordi ation

PIPS

1.)

tnglish- Dominant
Head Start Children,

Spanish-Dominant
Head Start Children

Fall
'Mean

3a; 9.4

4 2.f

5.4

6.1

62d 10.0

342 2.4

5_0

3b4 4.2

27 10.0

220 j q-.0

Spring
Mean

10.7

s--

9.4
1

Pairwise
t statistic

4

6.0

.9

9.3

2.9

7.97**

1.27

11:3**

11.96**

5.48**

10.28 **

2.17**'

5

pG8

68

1

67

Fall

10.1

4.4

2.7

5.3

Spring Pairwise
Mean' t statistic

12.6

6.9

3.8

6.1

.3

1.0

4.56**

5.13**

2.96**

ignificant with p.0&, direct-nal re bability

significant with p.01, directional probability

9



system fOr this .measure, as indicated in the ,section
"Suitability of the Measures for Older Children," and to
this change Might'improve the score-age correlation. The-
other noted problems are with the spring. scores-for Verbal'
Fluency and PIPS, again for the.Spanishrdominant,,group; here
the correlations are not noticeably different:from those for the
English-dominant group, but are not significant due to the
smaller sample size.

WPPSI- Block Design shows a`. small negative correlation
with age. This correlation was not expected to be negative,
))ut neither was it expected to be significantly positive
ocause of the restricted: range of children's ages,. The test

was chosen as a maturation ipndex, to be used as a dovariate
for other analyses, and to be administered only in the fall
Of each year It was administered to 79 Children this spring
in the Michigan .site because those children had net. been tested
lint fall_

Fall-to-sprt test Table 6 shows the
fall and spring means on each measure for each language group
and the t statistic, for- the differences between means'. The
Bilingual Syntax Measure-English showed,a non-significant
increase for Spanishrdominant children, and -the BSM-S showed
a non-significant increase for English-dominant children.
The.sample sizes were, however, extremely small; so the measure
may or may not be useful for children who are not proficient in
the language tested.. All'other child measures sh wed 4 signi-
ficant fall -to- spring increase, except Leg CoOrdi ation, which
is being=eliminatei from the evaluation because of low relia-
bility.

- Fall-tospring change: regression analysis. For fours`
orthe child measures (BSM -E, Draw-A7 Child, Verbal Fluency and
Verbal Memory-3),.:R2 values are comparable for fall and spring
_regression equations which relate child status variables (age,'
sex, ethnicity, preschool experience, and siblings) to child
score on the measure'.. For each of th-se four measures, therefore,
an expected. spring score was,calculatA based on fall score,
status- on background variables, and, ring age. This expected_

spring mean is Shown in Table 7, along with the actual spring
mean "and the t statistic for the '_ Eference, between the means
For Draw-A-Child, Verbal Fluency, and the Verbal Memory Scale
the actualspring mean was greater than the expected spring mean;
the child-en gained more on the measures-than was expected-as a,

'function of their increase in age. For all four of the measures,
more than half of the children obtained an actual spring score
that was equal to or greater than their expected spring score.
These results imply that'the tests are sensitive to change that
is due. t educational experience. additken to experience that
is impl a function cat increased:taqb, TZFfactthat this

40



Table 7

Sena tivity of Child Measures to Change: Difference Between Actual
andProjected, Spring 1976 Scores (ProjeCtions Based on

Fall 1:1:7,6 Sdores and Change in Age; English-dominaht children)

Child me __sure 1

N Projected ring
Mean

Actual Spring
Mean

,

Pairwise
t statistic

Percent of
children whosE
actual spring
score was >
projected
.spring score

L:67 10.7 10.5 X1, 36 54

Draw-A-Child :' d.,-7,: 5.3 5.8 3.59** 61.8

Verbal Fluency, = 7.8 9.2-, 4.6** 58.1

Verbal Me y-3 3.4 3.9 3.11** 57..0

*signifi,pant with .01 directional probability

1T4is analysis was cnnd -ted only on those child measures which the
R- vakues for fall and -ring prediction equations were c arable
(see -tp:::.t) .. - 1



analysis was not performed for the other measures does not
mean that those tests are not sensitive to suchchange; they
were excluded because the statistical assumptionS:u a rlydng-
the analysis did not appear tenable for those parti-ular tests.

EFTIEzaLaaLtiLtLaElan2t. Based on the results,
of the three analyses discussed above, it is concludes -that

the fall-spring testing interval are in fact sensitive9
all the measures that-were expected to detect change over

change. Therefore.the subset of measures that have ben
judged reliable and valid appear suitable for use in
longitudinal evaluation, at least for children within
developmental -range,of the presentsample..
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Suitability Cif he Instruments for Use in the her Grades

Part of the task of assessing, the usefuines of the
b-attery of child measures for the PDC evaluation has been
to determine how suitable they are for use with children
in kindergarten through grade 3 as well as for use with
Head Start children. As part of the. cross - sectional
design in the Georgia site, approximately .25 children per
grade were t- ted (kindergarten through grade 3), and
in MarYland lird-graders were tested. This information
was used to d rmine how suitable the instruments can be
expected to -be or future use at those grade levels.

J

-lusions about the suitability of the child measures
for se n kindergarten through grade 3 were based on four
fact ich were considered at each age leVel: response
distributions on'the items of each measure, mean scores on
each measure, reliability (internal consistency) of the
measures, and validity of the measures.

The response distributions for each age level (Head
Start through grade 3) are Contained-in Appendix D. An
item was considered not -to be useful at a given -grade _level
if more than 75 of the children at that level received the
maximum score for the item. Table 8,shows the number of
items for each measure that were thus judged not to be
useful at each age lev61.

The'mean scores on the child measures at each grade leVel
presented in Table 9. Since the POCL and Child

Rating Scale (CRS) are rating instruments, wherein children
are judged in relation to their peers, the mean,, score do
no increase or decrease systematically acfross the grade
levels. If the mean score at any=age was greater than 80%
of 'the total possible score for 'the test, the'measure was
considered Unsuitable for children of that-age.

The estimates of reliability for the measures at each
grade level are presented.in Table 10, and the validity
profiles have been shown,4in Figure 3. The- criteria for
reliability and validity for children in' higher grades were
ssentially thesame as those for Head Start.

Based e _tlie abcove criteria for determining suitability
of the instruments, most of the )-neasures'appear to be useful
t:hrough grade_ 3, either in their present forms or with
ulOdkpication. Each child measure is discussed below.
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Table 8

Suitability of Measure for Higher Grades: Number,.of Non-useful
Items at Each Grdde Level, Spring 1976 Data

Child Measure

BSM-Spanish,

nceptual Groupin

Verba

1 Flumcy

Memory-1

Verbal Memory-3.

Arm Coordination

Draw-A-Child

Leg Coordination

Number of items on which more than
75% of children tested recei))ed the
highest score. Total number of

items on test
Head
Start

Grade
1

Grade
2

C ade

12 18

10 - 18

0' 1 1 2 9

0 0 0 4

1 2 2 2 4

0 0 0 1 11

0 6

9 9 10

2 6



Table 9

can Scores On Measures for. Each Grade. Level, Spring, 1976 Data

Ilea 0 art

Total

English Sample

Kdg:

Georgia

Grade 1

Georgia'

Grade 2

(Georgia

Grade 3

Georgia

Grade 3

Maryland

Maximum

Pos- le

Sc

NI 424 =462

5,9.4

26

71.0

27 27 24

Ave Age in Months 84.1 96.7 108.1 10 .

CHILD MEASURES

10.2 14.1 18SM-English

-Conceptual Grouping 6.7 7.9 9.6 0.2 10.6 10.5 12

Verbal Fluency 9.1 14.1 6.4
c

20.8 21'.8 22.5 36

Verbal Memory-1 10.8 11.8 12.6 13.0 13.4 13.6 li

Verbal Memory -3 4.0 6.8 6.3 7.3 8.2 0.0 11

Arm rdlnatkn 5.0 8.5 11.0 14.6 18.5 28

Draw-A- '_ ild 5.9 7F7 8.7 9.0 9.4 10

Leg Coordination 10.0

4.9 4.4

10.9

5.5

13

7PIPS 2.8 3£8 3.3

POCC-1 32.8, 32.0 31.5 33.7 32.6 40.8 56

POCL-2 11.8 12.4 11.6 12.4 11.9 14.1 21

CRS-1 (N.159) 35.0' 35 }7' 34.4 322 35:9

CRS-2 cN.159) 844 7.2 7.9 7.2 6.0 d5

CRS-3 (N.159) -25.7 6.2 -24.3 -25.4 -21.7

CRS-4 (N.159) 20,7 20.2, 20.6 18.9 20.7

S-5 (N459) 15.2 16.3 14;1 10;1 25

s "Is

rloSa ple sizes are apprOximate and vary most greatly for the Head Start sample but only

j4lightly for other g ades



Table 10

Estima.-4e6 of Reliability of the Child Measures
Based- on Cronbach's Alpha (Internal 'Consistency)1

- For Fall 1975 and Spring 1976-Elementary Grades
in Georgia and Maryland2

1,,

Chil -e-d -es

Cronbach's Alpha

2 2
Fall Spring

3 '3

Fall SpringFall
K

Spring
1 1

Fall Spring

COGNITIVE-LANGUAGE

Bilingual Syntax Measure - English 58
30)3

ConceptUal'Orouping (MSCA) .67 .60 .48 .51 .41 .28 .30 .35
AT-. (30) (26) (28) (27) (32) (27) (29) (44)

Say and Tell' (CIRCUS) .49 .44

.. (32) (i0)

Verbal Fluency (MSCA) .77 .39 .75 .71 .26 .79 .67 .69

(30) (26) (28) (27) (31) (27) (29) (54)

Verbal Memory-1 (MSCA) .81 ..46 , .55' .51 -.01 =27 .07 '.19

(30) (24) (28) (27) (31) (2?) (29) (64)

Verbal Memory-3 (MSCA) .85 .76 .86 .78 .80 .66 .74 '.50

(30) (24) (28) (27) (31) (27) (29) (54)

PSYCHOMOTOR

Arm Coordination (MSCA) .69 .78, .64 ;68' .70 .76 .69 .,65

(30) (26) (28) (27) (31) (27) (29) (54)

Draw-A-Child (MSCA) .70 ,65 .61 .61 .58 .44 .43 .21

(30) ' (26) (28) (27) (31) (27) (29) (53)

Leg Coordination (MSCA) .45 .42

30 24

SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL

FOCL (High Scope ) .95 .54 .93 .86 .91 .91 .83 .97

c=
. . (30) -(26) (28) (27) -(31 (27) (29) (54)

Child Rating Scale -1: .96 .85 .93 .85

"Poise:" (High /Scope) (26) (24) (26) .(24)'

Child Rating Scale-2:- .56 .79 .78 .66

"Agres'siness" (26) (24) (26) (24)

Child Ratin Scale-3:,

"petermin-_tiOn7

.89

(26)

,80
(24)

.74

(26)

.77

(24)
./1

Child gating Seale-4: .97 .97' .77,-) .93

"Self-suWeleney". .
(26) (24) (26) (24)

Child Ratin4,Seafe-5: .33 .87 .71 .78

"FlexibillY" (26) (24) (26) (24).

1711-1e sampla consisted of random selections of elementary children in the Georgia

PDC school.
'Maryland data enter only into the spring grade 3 column.
3-Numbers in parenthesis are the sample sizes.



,BEM- English and.BSM-Spanish. These measures will
-probably be suitable for the evaluation ,through- grade 3.
Intermediate grades were not tested On hese measures,'
so not enough information is_ available to make a definite
decision-regarding, them. The'mean scores and validity
profiles are generally acceptable,. although the Spanish-
language version -shows greater deviation from the validity
criterion than might be desired. Thtnumberof non - useful
items and the third-grade internal consistency (alpha. = .58)
make- the use of theSe. measures in th'e upper grades problematic.

Conceptual GrouEtng. A'decision, has already been made
to drop this measure from the evaluation based on-results,
at the Head Start level, but it seemed possible that it might
-bd-useful for older children.- However, since the reliabilities
ate poor in grades 1 through-3, and since the mean scores for
grades 2 and 3 are unacceptably close to the maximum score,
.ConceptUal Grouping will.net be con tiered for. use with the
upper grades.

. Verbal fluency. Based on all-four considerations, Verbal
Fluency is judged to be suitable for use -at- ell grade. levels,
Head Start through grade 3.

.Verbal Memory-1.
, This test, very near Ceiling t.Head

Stakt, is,Unusablebeyond kindergarten' because most of the
children receive the maximum score. The task is too simple
for-the older children, and this test (or one like it) will be
used beyond Head Start only if more difficult items can be
CeinstrUcted.

1.1IL2.12LitoLK12. Based four considerations, Verbal
Memory-3 is judged to be suitable for use at all grade levels.

Arm Coordination. The only indication of' difficulty with
. this measure is in the validity profile, where:the deviation
from expected correlation levels is kather'Iarge at grade 2.
However, the deviations appear to peak at grade two for all
of the measures, to this sample may not accurately represent
the general population. Arm Coordination is therefore judged-
to be suitable for all grade levels.

Draw-A-Child. As with Verbal Memory -1, scores on this
measure approach the maximum score by grade 1 making it unusable
in its present form beyond kindergarten. The problem with this
test, however, appears. to be ire the scoring rather than in the
simplicity of the task. We have used a less complex scoring
procedure than that recommended by the test author. We would
now recommend returning to the more complex procedure or to a



Goodenough-Harris type of scoring in order to make use of the
available information that .the drawings of older children can
provide. With a change in scoring -procedures; Draw-ArChild
is expected to be suitable for use with all age levels.

Leg Coordination. A deciSion was made to drop this
measure from the evaluation ba6ed on results t the Head
Start level... Data-from the hither grades support.thib
-decision.

PIPS, Based on all four considerations, .the IP- is
judged. to be suitable for use at all grade levels.

.POOL and Child Rating Scale Both rating Scales are
judged to be suitable for- use at all :rad- levels. Mean
scores, alphas, and:validity appear to acceptable. The
response distributions .are acCeptable, but tend to be'unusually
centrally-distributed for the POOL for grades 1 throulgh 3,
which may be attributable to the particular, tester's who assign
the -atings (this will be inveStigatdd in the future).

I
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Factor Structure of the Battery

TO investigate, relatiOnships -among the Chilgt,meaSure,
the measures or subscales_fouhd reliable were tagt.gc.ahalye&,

.-producing the results shownAn Tables 11 and 12.
Separate factor analyses were performed for the English- and
Spanish,-dOminant. groups, The two analyses are not direCtly-
comparable, however, since not all.of the same scales were
uaed; Spanish- languge children we_e not tested on Verbal
.Memory nor was the Child Rating cle administFred at 'their
sites in spring 1976.

Resultsfor the English- dominant sample. The subscales_
-of the Child Rating 8Cale 16a&ed on factors-- that do nqt
appear to be primary facors for any of the other measures
in the.battery, suggesting that these scales-predomihantly'
represent other dimensions.. The, two scales of the Pupil
Observation Checklist, however, loaded highest on a factor
that appears to be the principal factor for three of the
testa:4 Verbal Fluency, Verbal Memory-3,- and the Preschool
interpersohal ProbleinSolving Task (PIPS), It is fhteresting
to note-that Arm Coordination seems to tap a dimension that
is largely .independent of those represented by the ,other
measurespresumably a psychomotor dimension - -and that Draw-
A-Child, as-expected, is more.highly related to cognitive
tests than to Arm Coordination.

Results for the Spanish- dominant. sample. The first
factor emerging from this analysis closely resembles the
second factor found in the preceding analysis: for Spanish-
dominant children, Verbal Fluency and the tiwoyOCIJ scales
loaded principally on the same factor, 'a factor on which the
PIPS also loaded .substantially.' The second factor, though,
is the primary factor for four of the five tests, and, sur-
prisingly, Arm. Coordination has the highest loading on this
factor of any treasure. It is not readily apparent why the
parallel with the English-dominant zample fails here--inves-
tigation will continue in future analyses.

Principal components solution, v rimax rotat n'



FaCtor Analyeisl of Scores on Child Measures, English- Dominant
Head Start Children, Spring 1976 Data

117 = ilr.

Child Measure

BSM-English

Verbal Fluency

Verbal Memory-1

Verbal Memo Y-3

ArM Coordination

Draw -A -Child

PIPS

CL

1. "Nask Orientation"

2. "Extroversion"

Child Rating Scale

1. "Poise"

2. "Aggressiveness"

3. "Determination"

4. "Self-sufficiency"

5. -"Flexibility"

FaatOr Loadings:of Child- Meaeures-
loading.italicized)_

'Factor 1 Facto 2 Factor FaCtOr FotOr

. 30

.21

-.13

. 00

-.04

.15

.16

. 14

,.23

. 82

-.02

.50

. 83

. 80

-.03 .77 -,--.24 .08

.49 .45 -.10 .08

.35. .66 -.08 , -.28

.64 .20 -.20 .15

-.12, " -.03 .9 a..04

.13, .61 .29 -.22

.73 .10 -.02 -.06

.74 .23 .08 -.34

.69 -.17 -.07 .29

.24 .05 .03 .19

.09 -.07 .09 .87

.01 .17 .16 -.66

.15 -.10 -.27

.12 .31 -.01

Principal components solution, varimax rotation.
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Factor inalysi sl of. Scords on Cbild Measures, Spanish-Dominant
ad Children, Spring 1976 Data,

_117 = 66

Factor Loadings of Child Measures-
(higher loading italicized)

'Factor 2Child easure Factor 1

BSM-Spanish .31

Verbal'Fluency .43

Arm Coordination .13

Draw-AChild -.05

PIPS .45

.POC14.

1. "Task prientation" .90

2. "Extroversion" 87

. 53

. 40

-.72

. 67

. 53

. 22

-.02

1Principal component6 solUtion, varimax rotation.

2Children in the Spanish-dominant sample did not receive the
Verbal Memory,test and were not-rated on the Child Rating
Scale in-Spring 1975.
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R44ationslip of the' Tests to Social competence

Rationale for selection cif*"soci al competence" criteria.
ocial-competende as it is un4erq-EnJail in, thiS study, means'P .--
everyday effectiveness; it isprobably close ttrttie:fami2iar
ideas.of'"Aavvy" and 'knew- how " -- ability to handle.Oneself
in a variety. of Situations. BUt although the term "ability ".
4itplies a singular-trait; there can Lbe little doubt-that ,

,gettirig along in life calls `for multiple skills;.:t4ey can
be categorized in many different ways--Social, physical and_____, _

intellectual, for example--and thesecategories,too, can be
subdivided. However, division of social competence into
component traits can seem to imply that each component is
empirically'independent of the others just because -1t is
conceptually independent,rie.,:thaebecauisesqCial, physical,
and intellectual abiliti6s can be thought of separately,
their occurrence in life is unconnected. But it is not
difficult to Contradict this implication by referring to
familiar personality types in whieh.tbese traits areinter-
dePendent (for example, highly verbal children are deter'
highly sociable children, and vice- versa). It may be mis-
leading,then, to- consi(der social competence to be simpl*
the sum oT all conceivble abilities (Anderson.& ssicic-

-

call this the "bag o *irtues" view); instead, it m ,e more
reasonable e5 view so_ial competence as 'a special con-nction,.
ofiabillties, A practical alignment of the various talents
that it takes to manage successfully in day-to-day life.

-\,

.,

Regarded in way, thenr social competence consists
elements that can be identifie separately, but that

function interdependently.. An an logy (admittedly exaggerated)
can n-be drawn wtWthe human body:' the various organs each
have their specialized place and purpose, but all must function
together to function at all. This view of social CompetenF
is strictly hypothetical at the moment, since there are a
`number of alternative views and little basis in research
for any Of them. But it is a working hypothesis--one that
will be tested as the,evaluationcof PDC progresses.

Extraction of "social competence" factor scores. In the
analysis of spring data, the social competenc_ of children
in'the sample was represented by measures extracted from the
PDC Child Rating Scale and 'the Pupil Observation Checklist
(hereafter abbreviated as CRS and POCL); instruments on which
classroom teachers and testers respectively rated the child

'Anderson, S, & Messick
children. Developmental P Chelogy, 1974, 10', 282-293.

Social 'competency in young
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on a variety of dimensions,:e.g., "Hasthe desire to master,\
all kinds of skills; -Is Aotive.- .Passive." TheSe
twig instruments were selected as proxyLr'social competence"
criteria because (1) they appear to tapea wider range of'
traits',than any of the tests, (2) the raits reprented
in them= cl;osely resemble practical notions of sooia compeCencp
and :0) if social competeno -s

alignment ofinterdepend4iit tiaitsas-1ypothesized, teachers
and tester7S- are intuitively able to take the degree of align-
ment into account in assigning ratings, so that:the.ratings,
correspond'notsimily to the child's possession of molecular
eharacterisUcs, t to hiS or her ability-to " "ge"t it

togethe*r."

The.first ste in the analysis wad, to pool and factor'
analyze', the 39 it s of the CRS and the ilitems 'of the
-P6C1, to identify c usters-Ofhomogenews items The CRS
was adminiStered a ony.siic sites, thus only 4 subset
(142 children) of the spring testing sample entered - into
the factor:analysis.- Since the CRS was not administered
in either the Texas or the California site, no analysis
was possible for Spanish-dominanI children.

Table 1 ;Uescribqs the factors that emerged from the
analysis; ea h item is listed under the factor'on which it
loaded highest 41(The labels assigned to the factors represent
what appear to the common features of the items contributing
most heavily to each.) Next, factor scores -were created by
multiplying each child's scores on each item by a factor
coefficient and summing-the products for the respective factors.
The nine resulting factor scores-were taken as representing
"social competence".for purposes of this analysis. As a check
on the assumption that these factor scores measured central
dimensions.of performance, a second factor analysis was carried
Out-on the nine factor scores pooled with children's spring
scores on seven major tests in the battery. It was expected
that the "social competence" criteria, if they were reed such,
would load on the general factors that emerged from the analysis,
along with the tests (assuming that these too were relevant to
social competence).

Only one of the "social competence" criteria loaded on
the first factor, along with four of the seven tests; but on .
each of th factors on which the three other tests loaded
highest, o-e of the' criteria al so loaded -highest. These

IPrincip- 1 component- sol :ion varimax roi -tion.

5



Facto
Loading ,.?c-v: "Coo erativeness"*

13. Shows physical dislike or hos-
tility to others.

8. Accepts or,abidesby shool,
'classroom rules.

r.76 2. Uses physical forge tp,try,to
control others..

11. ShoWs verbal dislike or hos-
tility to others.

.70 9. Cooperates and shares'with others.
6. Competes with others-.for toyg,

attention, achievement.
.49 17. Gets the attention of adults

appropriately.
.48 18. Gets the' attention of peers

appropriately.

...
Proxy Sdpial,Competenc Criteria.:

,'Item Clust-Ors:Produced by Factor Analtsis of the. PAC Child

Hating Scale (CRS) and the PupT1 Observatien.Checklist (POCL)

Factor
Loading

-.53

"Social Ease"*

.24. Talks f;=1;;= adults.

.77 23.', Talks freely to children.

.70 19.15hows awareness of,and.pride in
:14

own culture.

.68 1. Uses words or wits to try to
influence others.

.65 10., Shows verbal affection to others.

.61 3. Succeeds in influencing or con-
trolling others.

14. ShOWst self - confidence.

.49 7. Asserts his/her riertv-to-fair
treatment.

,E=4 icontinued)

-.5 5. Imitates others op follows them
- around.

.57' 37 Expects to succeed; not afraid of
failure.

38 Has a. desire to.master all kinds
Of skills.

.55 32.:fteturns to unfinished tasks after
,interruption.

4. Is controlled or Influenced by
others. -

-,47 29. Asks for unnecessary ,help to do
a task.

35. Chooses tasks that are too easy
foriiim/her.

.89

.86

.83

.81

.80

.17

.75

.71

SC- "Task Orientation"**

Needs urging--Quick.to Respond
Gives up easily--Keeps trying
Prefers easy tasks--Attempts
difficult tasks
Resistant--Cooperative
Indifferent-Involved
Easily distracted--Attentive
Needs reassurance, praiSe, en-
couragement-Realistically self-
confident
Nervous--Relaxed

C-4: ''Achievement Motivation"*

65 37. See his/her errors in a task

and corrects them.
7,61 39 Needs much encouragement or

material rewards to attempt tasks.

-.63 27. la_easily distracted when doing
a task,

-.63 31.tGives up on tasks before they
are'finished.

26. Uses altrnative strategies if
initial problem-solving methods

fail.

*
54

SC-5: "Asks for needed help"

28. Asks for needed help to do a task..

ontentment"*

.77- 33. Enjoys tasks he/she chooses.

.64 34. Shows pride in what he/she does
or pekes.

.52 25: works or plays well on his/her
own.

.48 16. Decides for self what to do, with
whom to piaye

SC-7- "Extrovers6e**

.77 Quiet-Talkative

.72 Passive-AcUve

.69 Shy-Sociable

SC-8: "Chooses h d tasks"*

.60 36. Chooses tasks that are too hard
for him/her.

SC-9 "Maturity"*

.67 22. Recognizes others' feelings,
responds appropriately.

. 55 21: Shows respect for or tolerance
of others' ideas and behavior
or looks.

..51 20. Takes on the role of adult during

dramatic play.

1 12. Shows physical affection to others.

.45 19. Attempts to solv: social problems
with little _ assistance.



findings offered- reasonably convinding *upport for the-assump-
tion that -the "social competence" criteria Were relevant to
general performance, thus the analysis proceeded to the next
Ohase. For this phase, "social competence" variables were--
also created. for the 104 children in the kindergarten-to-grade-
3 'Georgia comparison .sample. Since data from this Aample
had not entered into the original- factor analysis, scale scores,
rather than. factof-acores, were'domputed by sliming the
ratingsratings they. received on the items assigned to eaCh "social
competence" factor.-

Statistical Telationship of test scores to "social
) _ _

oT2eLtEEZ criteria. Havint established a basis lor, tentatively'
76garding the "social competence" criterlaas'reasonable
proxies for a. measure of _ dal competence, it remained to.
determine the degree to whh the tests included in the ppc
battery were related 'to these criteria.- The stronger the
relationship, the stronger the reason to believe that the
traits measured by the'tests are genuinely relevant to:social
competence. To examine the relationship, each of the tests
that had been judged reliable and valid (if the validation
procedure was-applicable) was regressed -he nine "social
competence" criteria and on three backgro variables
-ethnicity, age, and sex)-. The object of -:-balyis was
t determine how fully the test score could --b-preaicte&
from knowledge of all these variablks, and particularly to
determine the contribution of "social competence " criteria
to this prediction beyond. what could be predicted simply from
knoWledge of the child's status on the background variables.
The better the prediction permitted by the grit ria,
greater the apparent felevance of the test to social c _petence.
Table 14 displays thefindings for each f the't ts.

For Head start children, all of:the seven. tests
exceptAArm CoordinatiAn were significantly pred -table from
the "social competence" criteria. Among these, the PIPS
showed the strongest relationship ,tb the crite- a: 37% of the
variance ih this test was predictable from know dge of the
"social competence" scores. Since the child's in the
PIPS is to generatp solutions to hypothetical interpersonal
problems--a task that presumably taps both social and intel-
lectal skills--it is reasonable that this test emerges as the
one most closely connected with the "social competence" criteria.
The single variable most strongly related to PIPS score is
the first POCL factor score, "Task Orientation" (SC-3).
Although a large proportion of the variance in Do You Know...? is
accounted for by the "social competence" criteria, the small
sample size allows little confidence in the stability of this



Rela=tionship of "SOgial Competence" (SC) Ciriterka anti--Background
Variables to Test Scores of Hed Start and Elementary -Level Children

Test N

Percent variance
accounted for
jOintly by "social
competence"
criteria and baci-

d variablesground

,

Percent variance
accounted for by
"social 9ompes
tense "" erlteria

beyond backgroun

Individual variables found
be significamt=prediCtors
(.o5) and their partial
correlations with test sc-re

/

_ead

Start -

Head
Start K-

Head
,_._
a__ 1K-3

Head Start
ariable Pdrtial

-7
ari 1.e Part'

!SM-English 1 2 4 41*** 17** thni ity -. 46
C-4 .34

c-3 .25
C-8 .22

4Fm COordination 137 8? 1 55*** 12** n Sex -.3.0 = ge .53
ex -.21

Draw-A-Child 7 87 29*** 36*** 20*** 09 c-3 .34 ge, .4!

j SC-4 .30 thnicity-.32

verbal Fluency 137 87 29*** 54*** 26*** 14* Sc -3 .44. _e 5

SC-4 .20 '-C -7 :31
,----------

k ithnirity -.32
*C-3 -.1

verbal Memory -I
.

2'' 22** 19 19** 10 SC-3,
SC -4

.35
.'23

,

Verbal Memory- 136 86 30 4- 0*** 27*** -*** SC -3 .41 *--6 -.31
SC-2 .25 -C4 .26
SC-7 .22 ge .2"

C-2 y .21

PIPS 86 41** 28* 37*** 25** SC-3 .50 i--4" .25
SC-7 .29 C-7 .2-

SC-5 .27 C-9 -.21
SC-4 .19
SC-2 18

You Know. 24 y 77* 68* Ethnicity -.57
C,4 .54

Opposite
-, 65** 25 Age .53

Analogies SC-4 .40
Ethnicity .37

SC-3 .36

*Probability of associated F -ratio < .05.
**Probabdlity of associated F ratio < .01.
**Probability of-associated F-ratio .< .001.
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liat0 Factor Scales

SC-2 "Social ease"
SC-3 " "Task orientation"

SC-4 "Achievement motivation"
SC-5 "Asks for needed help ""

SC-6 "Self-contentment
SC-7 "Extroversion"
SC-8 "Chooses hard tasks"
S( -9 "Maturity"



figure; similarly, the small size of the sample for which
Opposite Analogies data. were available probably accounts for
the non-significance of the analytipiresult:., For Headi_Start
Alildren, only Sex was a significant predictor of Afra'
ordination score - -none of the "social competence" critetia,

singly .or jointly, Uhowed a signiant relationship. For
elementary-level children, the "social competence" criteria
account for 12% of the variance in Arm;Coordination; however,
although the criteria taken together permit statistically
significant prediction, no single one of the citteria reached
significande. For children in the elementary-lVel sample,
the "social competence" criteria were not significant predictors
of score on:Draw-A-Child Or Verbal Memory-1. It is probable
that this is due to the relatively flat score distributions
found for older children on these instruments - -the reduced
variance results in reduced covariance (with other variables)
ancIllence less predictive precision..4

Sugar of findin on "social competence." There does
appear to be merit in the technique employed here for examining.
the relationship of child tests to social competence; this
approach will be 66htinued and perhaps elaborated in'the
future.' Of the tests examined, Verbal Fluency, Verbal Memory-
3, and PIPS all show evidence of relevance to so -1 competence
for children from Head Start to. grade 3. Verbal. Me cry -'1
and Draw-AChild, as presently constituted, are app rently

0
related to social competence for children in Head S _art but
not for older children; in both cases this is probably a
consequence of reduced variance in the test scores of older
children. For Draw-A-Child it is possible that this can be
resolved by substitution of a scoring method that permits
greater differentiation among drawings, but the problem for
Verbal Membry-1 seems to be in the simplicity of the task.
itself: repetitio6 of short strings of words. The BSM and
Do You Know...? show evidence of relationship to social competence
among Head Start children, lvt whether the relationship would
hold for older Children cannot be determined, since there were
none who had complete data on these tests and on the CRS and
FOCI, variables required for this analysis. Arm Coordination)
finally, may be weakly related to social competence as represented
here; among children in the K-3 sample, a small proportion of
the variance in Art Coordination scores is predictable from
the "social .competence" criteria--if th connection is genuine
rather than-spurious, it is likely that it appdared among
older children simply because there is a broader range of
performance (greater variance) among these children.
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General Analysis of the PDC Classroom Observation System

The PDCObservation System was developed to proVid4
descriptive ingprmation regardingrthe'goaial-emotional*-Cdm-
petence of children in -theit--clasSroom.,,settings. The:behaviior
categories that make u wp:the instrument were forMed by redeYining,
and in some cases combining, behaviOr categories from existing
observfition instruments that differentiate Ietween socially
"comPetent" and "incompetent" children, and bar adding other
categOries appropriate to the goals of Project Developmental..
Continuity. The und -grlYing theoretical irationale for selecting
these categories-is Thoitthey can measure a:flgeneralattitude
of negotiation and reciprocity in dealing with others in our
social environment."' This attitude is believed to be- generali-
zable across all-cultural groupsand implies that a child's
Own needs and goals are valuable, but that the needs and goals
of others are equally important and must be. taken into- account
by the child. More specifically, the developing child Should
learn how to control and influende others with effective
strategies that dO not violate the rights.of -others. Accordingly,
physical force is considered to be a violation of others' .rights,

and thus does not indicate an attitude of riegotiatidn and reci-
procity. In addition, the child should be reasonably influenced
by others, but not totally subservient to or dominated by,

'others. Other social strategies that-promote and sustain
socia interaction such as sharing, helping, reguesting.and.
providing resources, and taking turns are also considered
important indications of a- child's social competence and are=-

. represented in the category system.

Pall observation finding! Trformation garnered from the
analysis of fall observation ddta indicaped that observers
encountered minimal. difficulty while using the instrument-in
the field, and 'as much-as possible they were Able to:closely
follow standard observation procedures. In a practical sense]
then, it appeared that classroom observation procedures were
a feasible assessment method fOr a large-scale evaluation
effort.

With respect to psychometric characteristics, analysis
of the fall observation data revealed that the instrument
could detect differences in children's behavior across sites.

Bronson, M. -Executive competence in preschool children.
Paper presented at the meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, Washington, D.C., 1975. For a more
extensive listing of references to the literature consulted
in _developing_ the system, see Interim Report II, Part B
(1975).
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Further, obs vations were moderately related to teacher's
ratings of the same behavior, attesting, to some degree, to
their `validity as measures of children's social skills (Ae
Interim Repit2rIII, Part A, March, 1976). However, the inter-
observer religbilities of the categories were not dete mined
and the finding Z indicated lowT4ratiollShrpse'-betweei=o servation
variables and the other instruments in the PDC batter . Thus,
information and inferentes based on the fall analysis were
considered tenative. Nevertheless, this analysis 14 provide
useful information for instrument development that s incor-

-

porated into.reviSions of behavior categories, spr obser-
vation training, and data analysis procedures.

a.

Instrument revisions. In the fall, observers indicated
that two behaviors, "expression of pride" and "dramatic playu

_occurred infrequently in the classroom, These reports were
Substantiated in the later quantitative analysis. Therefore,
as proposed in Interim rtart III, these categories were
eliminated frOMthelinstrument In addition, observers in-
dicated some concerffl-with the complexity of the instrument.
In response, it was decfded that the' observations should
center on reciprocal social interactions between the focal
child and other persons. Thus, categories that:did not directly'
relate to these interactions were also deleted from-the instru-
ment, allowing observers_to attend more effectively to children's
social interactions. Definitions of other categories which
observers Identified as ambiguous or unclear were revised
and further clarified. These definitions and examples of
behaviors are included in the description of the PDC Observation

stem which appears in.Appendix E.

wing observation traiTling procedures. -A primary objective
of .the March training session was to adequately train testers.
so_that reasonable coding reliability could be established
during training and again on site before spring observation
data. were collected in'the.field. To achieve this- objective,
it was decided that only testers who had received training
and collected observation data in the fall would be involved
in spring observation training sessions.' This allowed
spring training practices to build upon previous training and
testers'.observaton experience in the classrooms

As in the fall training sessions, the-revised observation
system-was introduced in a- large group session. At this time,
changes and revisions'were highlighted and examples of the

-'This decision excluded California and Michigan from the
collection of observation data



categories were provided. _Small -group- sessions were employed
to clarify and give examples of the categories. Throughout
these sessions, testers described and role-Played examples
of behavior they had observed inprevious classroom obser-
vations.' Trainers then indicated how the behaviors should
be -Oded on the record sheet. Additional small-grOup sessions
we used for viewing, videotapes of preschool -aged children
in School:settings. After- observers coded a two - minute segment
of thp tape, trainers provided feedback on how the behaviors
hodld have been coded. Testers were asked to examine their
sheets id order to detect errors. Common errors were dis-
eugsed by. the group; additional clarification and examples

) were provide d for ambiguous or frequently confused categories.

/ As the training week- progressed, testers felt more confident
about their observationio, and videotapes were coded with greater
accuracy and consistency. t the end of the training week,.
reliability data were collected to assess -the accuracy of
-testers' observations and.coding

Observation procedures. In an attempt to insure that
observation data would be collected in a consistent 'manner
across sites, guidelines and procedures for completing obser-
vations were,specified in the training session and closely
adhered to.by observers in thefield.

Before they began observations At the site, testers met
With classroom teachers to eplain the observation instrument
and answer questions. . To control for observation bias, testers
completed all observations prior try administering any tests
and observed only the children that appeared on their rosters.
Beginning with the first three children on their roster, the',
testers observed each child for five-minute intervals at four
different time points. Each five-minute interval was divided
into 15 20-second units.. These units were further divided
into 'five seconds for observing and 15 seconds .f6-1 recording.
The observing and recording intervals were signaled by a
portable cassette tape recorder that emitted an electronic-
"beep" into an earphone worn by theobserver.

rvation guidelines emphasized that observers should
alternate- five-minute observation among the children.- There-
Eore, in the'classrOom the observers viewed each of three
children for five minutes, then repeated this observation
pattern three times. Between 60 and 90 minutes were needed
to complete tie four observations of three children. This
procedure was Fortowed until all groups of children were obserVed.



The number of five-minute observations' coded per child
and the grouping of children varied with the number of children
in the classrdom, the class schedule for that particular day,
and extraneous factors such.as absence or special instruction
outside the classroom. Testers were advised to observe during
all periods of the day except outdoor play and toileting.
If, however, regular classroom activities such as storytime,
art or snack time were conducted. outdoors, testers were
instructed to observe during,those times. Testers were also
instructed in how to deal with situations that interrupt
observations. 'A more detailed account of the obserVation
procedures can be found inInterim_Report III, Part A, March,
1976.

Collection of reliability data. The reliability estimates
included- in this report were gathered from the March training'
session and from on-site observations completed by tester
trainers and testers at each of--the sites collecting obpervation
data. A training week reliability assessment was needed -to
determine how adequately testers were prepared to begin their
observations in the field.' To assess this, small groups of
testers simultaneously watched and independently coded a
thirty-minute videotape. The videotape included several

.

.

examples of the behavioral categories contained in the obser-
vation system. While this assessment of reliability allowed
.trainers to give testers individual feedback on their coding
accuracy, it was not a sufficient index of data quality since
it did not replicate classroom settings. Therefore, a second
set of reliability data was collected when tester trainers
visited the sites for test monitoring purposes.

In collecting-fLreliability data-tainers and
testers completed at least L: Tif.7- f----joint observations
on three children who were not members of the PDC or comparison
samples. The trainers and testers simultaneously observed
and independently coded their behavior.

AnaiN,_ i s of reliability data. For both sets of reliability'
--diita, ,the tester's coding was compared to,a single trainer's
coding of the same behavior events. Although the measure thus
produced is not identical to a measure of inter-observer
agreement, it does assess the accuracy of testers' ceding as
compared to a single standard criterion. This provides a
basis for detecting those categories that were commonly coded
unreliably by a majority of the testers. Furtner, analytical
rnfoxences that include these categories could take this factor
into account.



Two methods for assessing coding reliability were employed.
The first method computed a pairwise tester and criterion
agreement estimate within categories for each 5-second Obser-
vation interval. A proportion of agreement was determined
using Cartwright's alpha.', This procedure consists of comparing,
unit by unit, the codes selected by the tester with the
criterion codes. Estimates were obtained for the number of
times tester and- criterion codes agreed and disagreed for
each observation 'unit. The reliability figure was then
computed by taking the number of times codes-agreed, and
dividing,this number by the number-of agreements plus dis-

1 agreements

A second method of r _iability assessment was also used.
This method examined how well testers' codes matched the
criterion for the total length of a given observation period.
Although the testers' codes may not agree with the criterion
unit by unit, it is important that testers, after viewing
a child for a specified interval, at least agree on the relative
number of tallies assigned to each subcategory. To obtain
this estimate, the total number-of tallies assigned to a given.
category by one observer was divided by the total number of
tallies assigned to that category by the other observer.'
Different inferences can be drawn from these two reliability'
estimates: the first, based upon Cartwright's alpha, indicates
the reliability of a single observation within a category;
the second,- overall proportion of atieement, indicates the
reliability of the total frequency:_,f observations for a
category.

Reliability results.' The m- proportions of'agreemeftt
and alphas within each subcategory _the training week and
on-site reliability assessments are sented,in Tables 15
and 16. Also included in these tabl.0Sis an indication of
whether observers overestimated or-4fiderestimated the frequency
of a specific subcategory.- .

An examination of theseagreemnt figures reveals that, in
general, coding errors occurred most often in categories des-
cribing the child-'s behavior during .ehild-peer and- child-adult
interactions. Overall proportions of agreement in these cte-
gories ranged from .00 to -91, with a mean of .71. Low relia-
bility figures in some subgategorieswere,.to some extent,
expected since the majority of these subcategories consisted
of descriptor items that had been redefined or newly added to

-Cartwright, D.S. rapid non-parametric estimate ©f multi-
judge reliability. Psychometrika, 1956, 21, 17-29.

62 6



T
a
b
l
e

e
e
k

C
o
d
i
n
g

R
e
l
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

O
b
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n

C
a
t
e
o
g
y

N
O
D
V
O
L
V
E
N
S
O
C
I
A
L

N
O
N
S
O
C
I
A
L

V
E
B
A

N
G
L
I
S
H

,
P
;
A
I
N
I
S
H
!
'R
t
A
.
C
O
M
B
I
N
E
D

N
O
N
V
E
R
B
A
L

N
E
G
A
T
I
V
E

C
O
N
T
R
O
L
S

P
O
S
I
T
I
V
E

C
O
N
T
R
O
L
S

N
E
G
A
T
I
V
E

A
S
S
E
R
T
S

P
O
S
I
T
I
V
E

A
S
S
E
R
T
S

N
E
G
A
T
I
V
E

O
T
H
E
R

P
O
S
I

E
V
E

O
T
H
E
R

R
E
Q
U
7
S
T
S

I
N
F
O
R
M
A
T
I
O
N

G
I
V
E
S

O
R
M
A
T
I
O
N

R
E
Q
U
E
S

A
S
S
I
S
T
A
N
C
E

G
I
V
E
S
'
A
S
I
S
T
A
N
C
E

R
E
Q
U
E
S
T
S

7
U
P
P
O
k
T

G
I
V
E
S

S
U
P

O
R
T

O
T
H
E
R

P
U
R
P
O
S
E
S

N
E
G
A
T
I
V
E

C
O
N
T
R
O
L
S

P
O
S
I
T
I
V
E

C
O
N
T
R
O
L
S

N
E
G
A
T
I
V
E

A
S
S
E
R
T
S

P
O
S
I
T
I
V
E

A
S
S
E
R
T
S

N
E
G
A
T
I
V
E

O
T
H
E
R

P
O
S
I
T
I
V
E

O
T
H
E
R

R
E
Q
U
E
S
T
S

T
N
F
R
A
T
I
O
N

G
I
Y
`
E
S

I
N
I
7
L
P
:
I
A
T
I
O
N

R
E
Q
U
E
S
T
S

A
S
S
Z
S
T
A
N
U
E

0
I
V
E
8

A
S
S
I
S
T
.
1
,
_
N
r
E

p
u
'
r

S
7
J
P
P
O
P
T

G
I
V
E
S

5
U
P
D
7
R
7

O
T
H
E
R

.
7
P
r
'
=
3

4
.
;
) 0
i 0
E
0 0

04 0
0 N

N 0
al

M
I

I 0
al

0
.

4.14
0

N

al

0
0 N

.1.,

4
0 N

-
-
)0 4

-
J

m .
-
-
-
)

U
-
-

a
s

_
_
_

=
r

.
,
)

t
i
,
4

a
l

0

_
o
_
_
_
_
_

___

.
7
4

.
5
4

+

1
.
0
0

.
9
3

.
8
4

.
7
9

+

.
9
4

.
9
2

+

X
2

X

X X

.
9
9

.
8
8

_
,

.
0
0

.
0
0 _

.
8
1

.
5
0

+

:
_
_

.
3
0
'

4 +

.
a
.
9
'

.
3
6

' +

.
0
0 _

.
9
8

-
.
7
8

+

.
7
7

.
5
3

.
7
3

.
5
4

.
6
2

.
5
8

+

.
0
0

.
0
0

-

X X

X X

.
8
9

+

X
.
8
6 -
-

X
.
4
5

.
3
8

00 .
0
0

.
8
5

.
8
2

+

.
9
2

.
7
3

+

-
-
-
.
7
8

.
7
7

+

.
8
7

.
6
1

.
1
1

.
W
T -

0
0

.
)
0

X
.
9
0

.
5
2

%
.

I
r
J
v
c
r
,
,

.
1
1
-
1
L
i
t
)
o
n
s

e
4

u
n
d
n
r
a
s
t
f
m
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l

L
d
d
t
e
d
n
t
=

5
y
m
h
o
l
n

+ a
n
d

-
,

r
e
s
p
e
c
t
i
v
e
l
y
.

r
v
a
t
i
o
n

c
a
t
e
g
o
r
i
e
s

a
r
e

"
X
"

i
n
d
i
e
l
=

e
x
a
l
i
p
l
e
s

o
f

t
h
i
s

c
a

, d
i
d

n
o
t
,

o
c
c
u
r

d
u
i
i

-
,
t
t
i
t
,

1
1
9
.



Table 16

On -Site Coding Reliability
pring .1976
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.E.. -
the revised observation instrument.- In addition, these

.

categories required testers to make fine distinctions reg rding
the nature and purpose of the child's social interactions.

In contrast, subcategories that were a-part 04 the
observation instrument used in th8 fall data collection con-
tained higher-proportions of agreement. It appears that
observers could accuratly.distinguish and code children's
involvemenI in the classroom (Noninvolved, Eociali and Non-
socialsee Appendix E for expanded defin-:'.ons of terms used
here).. The overall proportion. of agreement for these sub- .-

categories ranged from .74 to'1.00, with a mean of .88. Also,
whenever a child was involved in an activity, testers- could
accurately code the child's verbal behavior (Verbal English,
Verbal Spanish, Verbal Combined, and Nonverbal). Agreement
estimates in these subcategories ranged from .82 to .99, with
a mean of .93.

The fall observation data analysis found children's behavior
to be highly related to their opportunities for social inter-
action in the classroom..1 In view of this relationship, it was
decided for the spring analysis that children's relative
frequency scores should reflect the relative amount of time
they were observed in a given activity level, and findings
would be reported accordiJng to the activity' level of the
classroom. Thus, it was particularly important that there be
high proportions of

classroom
agreement for items describing the activity

1level of the lassroom Mximal, Moderate, and Minimal). The
an4 indicatedalysis. of on-s ite reliability data ndicated that testers
could accurately assess and code the opportunity for social_
interactions in the observed classrooms. The reliability
estimates for this category ranged from .81 to .95, with a
mean-of .88.

Reliability of individual social interaction items. As
discussed earlier, many of the subcategories included in the
Peer and Adult interaction categories require the tester to
make fine distinctions-among the descriptor items. For example,
if a child. is observed requesting something from a peer, the
tester not only codes that the child is requesting, but also
distinguishes and codes-whether the object of the request is
'nformation, assistance/materials, or em*.ipnal support.-
Disagreements in these categories, thereforN cteM from two
sources of coding ertor. Testers may agree at a more general
level that the child is requesting something, but at a-more
specific level they may disagree about the object.of the child's
request. It was not surprising then, that the reliability
figures in thescS subcategories were relatively lower than other
sbcategnries.



To gain information concerning the source °Loading
errors, the proportions of agreement for rftbilvidual descriptor
items were examined. Tables 17 and 18 present the findings
of this supplemental analysis. As expected, :higher
proportions of egreemenot appeared in those items representing
global descriptions of children's behavior (Negative, Positive,
Requests, and Gives); whereas lower agreement occurred in those
items that are more specific (Control, Assert, Information,
Assistance/Materials, and §22220a1). This lower agreement"
may also be attributed to the infrequency of these behaviors
in the classroom and the coding reliability assessments. In
view of this, information and inferences derived from the .

analysis of these subcategories are considered teriative.

Preparation of observation data for analysis. For all
observation categories, a sum of the child' behavioral incidents
across the five-minute observation intervals was computed.
Each child, then, had one summary score for each item on the
observation instrument. Because the results from the fall
data analysis indicated that children's behavior varied according
to' the general activity level of the classroom (Maximal,
Moderate, and Minimal), a child's score should take this
variation into account: Thus, as in the fall analysis,
relative frequency scores for the observation variables were
computed for each activity level, weighting the absolute
scores the amount Of time children were observed in this
activity vel. For example, if the child's score on Social
Involvement was .53 this would mean that the child was socially'
involved fo_ 53% of the time:intervals during which he or she
was observed. This figure is derived by dividing the Social
Involvement summary score by; the number of obseryation units

Results of descriptive analysis. In order to provide a
summary description of the observation data; the relative
frequency for each observation variable was computed for each
activity. level. Frequencies were then aggregated across sites.1
Figure 4 presents the relative amou t of time children exhibited
Noninvolved, Social, and Nonsocialhaviors. The results

=v-
indicate tnatCnildren spent high pr portions Of their time-in
activities that involved objects (40%), and in activities that
involved objects and/or persons (52%). These proportions were
found to vary across activity levels with moderate and minimal
activity levels proving most conducive to social interactions.

D

The means and standard deviations for each variable-by
activity level are included in Appendix E.
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'Table 17

Coding Reliability of Individual Subc-
for Training Week Assessment

Spring 1976
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.57
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.89

.70

.62

.68

.41

.80

.40

.86

.68

.56

.79

.64

.65

+

+

-

gm

0
--1

4-'

Wg
'I'

)=-1

II
FM

Control
Assert
Other
Negative
PositIVe
Information

sistance/Materials
Other Purposes
Gives
Requests

.82

.46

.87
_0
X'

.95

.82

.78

.91

.91

.92

69
.41

83___

X

.93
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-

lOveresrimation and underc_ timations of individual categories a
repreGented by the cols and respectively.

"X" indicate that oxamples of this category did not occur during
reliability coding.
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Table 18

Coding Reliability of individual Subcategory iems
for Onsite Reliability Assessment

Spring 19'76
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represented by the ymbol + and -, respectively.
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Figure 4
Relative Frequencies of Children's Involvement
and Verbal Behavior, by Classroom Activity Level
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Also presented in Figure 4 are the relative frequencies
of children's verbal behavior. Children were verbal 16E-
than 31% of the time, with only a slight variation across
activity levels. For the Bilingual/Bicultural Demonstration
site (Texas), the proportion of Spanish spoken by children
ranged from 0% for minimal activity level-: to 24% for maximal.
activity levels, with a mean of 18%. ,

Figures 5 and 6 display the relative frequencies of
child-peer and child-adult interaction variables by subcategory.
As in the fall, children's social interactions primarily
involved peers (59%). Adult interactions occurred 32% of
the time,,while joint interactions with both an adult and peer
occurred 32% of the time.- These percentages sum to more thin
110 because joint interactions resulted in multiple codings.
It appears that children primarily interacted in a positive
manner with peers and/or adults, for negative behaviors were
exhibited 'less than 1N of the time. The definition of Gontro
was slightly different than the previous fall's, and attempts
to control peers (30%)-and adults (29%) has substantially
increased in comparison. _Spring proportions of these categories
were only moderately influenced by the activity level of the
classroom.

Behaviors that reflected- children's attempts to resist
the control of others (i.e., Assert) occurred 6% to 10% of
the time relative to the activity level of the classroom.
Of course, the occurrence of this behavior is related to the
amount of control exhibited by others. In comparing tadult
:t peer interactions, it appears that more Positive Asserts
were emitted in the presence of adults. This suggests that
adults were dircting children's behavior more frequently
than peers, an0that children were resistini this control
in a positive mainqr.

Finally, children bxhibited high proportions of Gives
behaviors (49%). An examination of the object of these inter-
actions reveals that children provided Information 45W-50%
of the time, and assistance fir materials of the time.
In contrast,. Requests behaviors were exhibited .less than 20%
of the time. These behaviors were primarily directed toward
obtaining assistance or-materials from peers (1:3= and infor-
'mation from adults (15%). Patterns of children's Requests and
Gives were found to fluctuate across activity levels. .As

activity levels changed from-maximal to minimal conditions
for social interactions, Gives behaviors within the context of
hr interactions decreased, while Gives behaviors directed

toward adultslincreased. High proportions or Gives Information
characterized minimal activity levels. Because large group
insi-rnoional nLivities -Lmo. t-vniFy those

7



Figure 5
Relative Frequencies of Adult and Peer Interaction Variables;

Nature of Interaction by Classroom Activity Level
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Overall

Figure 6

Relative Frequencies of Adult and Peer Interaction Variables;
Rurpo- of interaction by Classroom
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abtivity, levels, it is not surprising that the purpose of
thildren's social'interactions'during- thdse period's was to
provide information. Moreover;,,this change in the' pattern of
children's soial,interactions=was captured by the obserVation
instrument, presenting suppOting evidence far the validity
of the instrument.

a

Results of'corteltil lysis. Based on'fall findings-,a ona
_
analysis.

the correlations among observation variables were expected to
show a moderates relationship between children's rate of verbal
behavior and thei'r rate of ColOkols', .Asserts, Requests, and
Gives during interactions wit_ others.- The correlations,
which ranged:from .02 to .15 across subcategories, suggest
that children's verbal behavior.Was only lightly related-to
the strategies-they used-whileinteracting with others In
addition, child-peer and childadult interaction categories
were marked by higher correlations among the individual sub-
categories. Children's controlling behaviors. were significantly
relatedrtothe rerativ9freguencies of Gives' Information,
g nests information, and Requests. Assistance.. This finding
suggests that contrZlling behaviors were generally exhibited
for the purpose of directing and telling others how to db some-
thing or for getting the attention of another person to obtain
kff-formation or assistance to coMpleteia task. Thut, it appears
that children's controlling behaviors were directed toward.
some end or goal.

It is important that the observation instrument accurately
represent the social skills of children. To assess this-, th'e
observation scores were paired with relevant teachei ratings
Off the DC Child Rating Scale. It was expected that a high
degree of association would exist between the Child Rating
'Scale, which was defied to Include as many ag possible of
the observation variab es as a teacher could reasonably
and the actual classroom observation.- An analyses of this
relationship (see Table 19) indicated some agreement/between
selected observation items and rating 'Scale items that'assess
-similar dimensiOns of the child's behavior; but overall there
appears to be low agreement between the two measures. This
absence of'greement may be attributed to several factors:
(1) the sample of behavior obseryed aid not fully represent
children's social. skills as perdeivedby -teaChers; (2)- teachers
and obsdr May have focused on different criteria when
evaluating ldren; and (3) teachers may_have formed-a.generalized
perceptfo children that affects their objectivity in rating
specifia behalliorF
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Table 19

Correlation of Observation Variables, and Corresponding child Rating Scale Items

Spring 1971

ry

Observation Variables
i

Child Rating Scale Items

Correlation

Coefficient1
.
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e= others
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Gets attention of peers appropriately

Gets .attention of adults appropriately.

Cooperates & Ares with others
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Atteqta,to solve social problems with

little adult assistance ' .
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.
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to others
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I
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.36**

.18*

J7*

-,02

.00

.07
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.16*

.09

.09

.06

.01

.18*

-.14

-.13

.00

0,

.12

,

*p .01'

**< 001



Of Additional interest Is the relationship between obser-
vation items and other child measures. In examining -this,
correlations between the Observation variables and other
measures that were found to be reliable -were computed. These
correlations were computed for both individual) and. classroom
means on child tests and observation variables. The correlations
based on individual scores are shown in Table 20; those baSed
on classroom means appear in Table 21. In general, the
correlations based on class means are higher than those based
on individual scores. Of course, with the reduced N, classroom
level analyses, result in fewer significant correlations.

In coptrast-to the fall correlational findings a number
of observation variables,showed a high degree of association
with the other' child measures. Higher correlatiOns marked,
those categories that occurred more frequently (e.g., Social,
Nonsocial, Nonverbal, etc.). For example, the amount of
time that cHridren spent in interactions with adults was
significantly relatpd to their,verbal competencies as assessed
by the-verbal subtests. Although behavior in the individual
subcategories describing children's peer and adultinteractions
occurred infrequently, some ofthese categories were moderately,
and in some casePhighly, related to the other child-measures.
In particular, children' rates of Gives and Requests Were
highly associated with their scores on the five Child Rating
Scale factors. It is of some concern, however, that low
correlations did occur within some Observation categories.
This may be attributable to the'low reliability of the measure
or the infrequency of the-behavior. Alternatively, these
variables may be aSsessing,aspects of children's secial competence
not,theasured by the other instruments.
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Correlation f Observation

Table 20

10 and Other Reliable Measures Based on Individual Scoresl

Spring, 1976 '
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Table 2 1

Correlation of Observation Variables and Other Reliable Measu s Based on Cl room Means-
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Corns arabil i_

Site Characteristics

PDC and Col arisen Gr u an

Due to c mmunication problems between he testers
and-the field coordinator, the fall 1975 dat= collection
in Michigan was incompleted, and the compara lity analysis
performed on data from pther sites could not e completed,
for Michigan. Using the spring 1976 da t PDC and
comparison groups were compared both on background charac-
teristics and on test scores. The results are shown in
Table 23.. Certain significant differences appeared
between ,the two groups in terms, of their backgroUnd eharac
teristics. The PDC group had a smaller proportion of black
children (66% vs. 98%), had more sibling S per child
(2.7 vs. 1.9, a difference equal to .57 standard deviation),
their mothers were more likely to be employed, and they were
more likely to have fathers present at home. The two groups
also differed significantly on 2 of ll'tests On the
Bilingual Syntax Measure-English, the PD children scored
slightly less than a pointhigher -(.57 standard deviation);
and on the Presch000l Interpersonal Problem-Solving Task
the PDC children, scored slightly mo than a point higher
(.65 standard deviation).

In absolute terms' and in respect to other sites, the/
comparability f groups in Michigan could be improved-.
None of the gr:pp contrasts performed on data gathered
the fall from tier sites revealed as many differences
between PDC and comparison children (see Interim Repprt/
III, Part A, p. 53). However, Mihigan, like other si
is attempting to:seleot'better-balanced groups of children
for enrollment in fall 1976 'Head Start classes, and ,this
may alleviate the problem

ecommended Modification of the Evaluation Design for Georgia

/In Interim Report II, Part C (June 30, 1975)/ a cross-
sectional compariSon group design was proposedvfer thei
-Geergialsite. A toss -sectional design is an alternative to
a contemporaneoUs comparison group design: in/the case of
PDC HeadStartichildren in Georgia, the,Oogiparison group
consists not 0 other,Head Start children, but pf .

children yho,-Are now in grades h, 1, 2, ax-rei3.. Samples
.

of childrenYfrom each of these levels, Head/Start through
grade Vwer'e tested in the fall of 1975 and' the spring of
19716; in ensuing years, as the PDC children progress from

/

Head Start through th'e higher grades, they will be retested
each fal:r and spring. It was originally jroposed that theit



-Table 22.

Michigan: Magnitude of Differehces for Variables
on which Groups Were Found UnegOal

PDC Comparison Difference* Probability

Ethnicity__

Number o f 1-Sgsit
-

Mother
Employed?

Father at
home?

HS -English.,

Preschool
Interpersonal
Problem-Solving
Task (PIPS)

% Black
% Hispanic
White .

, Mean
SD

Yes
I. No

N
% Yes
% No

'1

Mean
SD

v

'eanSD

32
66
03
31

32
2.72
1.80

1 4

21
79

31
32
68

T.16
.72

29'

3.3S
1.74

50,

98
.- 0

2

A9
1.87
1.27

52

04
-96

18
11
89

49
3.29
1. 40

49
2.31
1.60

-32
03-

.29

.57z
.-

17
-17

21
-21

.57z_

.65z

.003

.02

.08

.10

.02

.007

*"Difference" is equal to the PDC figure minus the comparison figure.
In the case of metric variables, means Ire.reported as raw scores
while the difference is-reported- as a z score.



sooresbs_ eompared with'the- scores obtained by, children
Afromthe apprapriate.grade level of the cross-section. .

That iS0,_when the PDC children reached kindergarteni their
current test scores were to have been compared with.the
scores of children who were in kindergarten in 1975-76,
the following year their scores, were to have been compared
with those of children who were in grade 1 in 1975-76, and
so forththrough the successive grades. The main reason.'
for proposing-such a design for Georgia was-that'fio Suitable
contemporaneous -comparison .group could be Ibcated at that
site. It Was alb felt that a tryout of this design would
be of interest to plannersof future Head Start evaluations.
While a cross - sectional design still seems feasible and
valuable, recent findings of PDC- comparison grOup. differences
in Georgia require that certain alterations be made in the
procedure originally conceived.

PDCcom arison -oup imbalances refletteclja1111975'
data. Analysis of the fall 1973 data revealed that, as in
a number Of other sites, the PDC and comparison children
in Georgia are dissimilar in several respects: the PDC
group has a greater proportion of black` children and
apparently has a greater proportion of children with prior
preschool_experience. It is likely that the reason for
these differences is that Head Start in the Georgia site
serves a population that i,not identical to the population
served by the elementary school. Although efforts are
being made--by the local staff to recruit a Head Start group
for 197_ -77 more closely resembles the elementary
school sample, it is unlikely that the samples clan be
matched completely if the populations are as di5 ?imilar
as they seem.

constitution of baseline scores by means of regression
analysis; If the PDC and CoMparisoh children were compared
directly in later years for:purposes of program-evaluation,
it would be difficult to determine,justwhat portion of .any
observed- group .difference was due.to the program itself,
since the groups can- be presumed to have differed originally.
Thus it is necessary to take the original differences into

Aaccount in order to assess program effects accurately.
According to present plan, this will be accomplished by
rnoris of regrpssionanalysis: 4Based upon knowledge (gained
n this year's fall and spring testing] of the-relationship

SO



between- scores on the vatious tests'in the PDC battery.
andTrediCtor variables such as age, prior. choOl experience,

,

ethnicity,- sex, and family sizei scores at later time
.

`pbints can be predicted for each child in the PDC- group
entering HeadStartin the fall of 1976. Evaluation of
the effects of-participation in PDC -will then be, accomplished
by comparison of predicted and'actudI scoresl: to the
extent, that PDC succeeds in promoting development4:
children's. actual test scores in later year8 should'exceed
their - predicted. scores- -the predictions_being,based upon
the measured status of children who did not participate::
in PDC- (the K-to -3 cross-section).

Desc_ri #tive Characteristi Centers and Schoola

In fall 1975 each o the sites provided a summary-of
the number.of classes, teachers, aides, and students to be
found at-each level. from Head Start through grade 3 within
PDC.and comparison centers and schools.- These data were-
not tabulated in time for the last report-,.and so are
:presented here in Appendix F, Center and School, Characteristics.
No analysis'of these data is contemplated at present, but :-
they may prove useful inthe future for descriptive or
explanatory purposes..

ISee- Data Analysis Procedures, Step 5, .in Chapter TT for
-an illustratiOn of the use of this technique.
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Anal sis of Attrition Trends

In spring 1975, during Year I of pDC,-all-sites were asked
by .High /Scope to'submit attrition figures for local schools
that could be considered -similar to the designated PDC

c
foand comparison schoOls. These estimates provided the basis

r calculation of the 'Sample sizes required for purposes
.-of evaluation at each site One logical fault in the
attrition estimates, though, was:that they were based. upon._
trends within the elementary school population, which may
arguably differ-from-trends within the population of children
who attend Head start. This in the early spring of 1976,.-
sites were asked to ident4y the children who had teen
enrolled since 1971-72 in what are now PDC and comparison
Head Start centers,-then to determine how many of the original
children remain in PDC and comparison schoolsrespectively.
This information is more relevant, at least in theory, to
the.questlon of how many of the children presently enrolled
in, Head Start can be expected to remain until the end of
grade 3. The:approach met with several' difficulties,. however:
(1) many of the centers now operating didn't exist in 1971-72--
some didn't open until 1974-75--so no long-term data were
available; (2) for a number of the centers that did exist,
enrollment'recordswere unavailable or were confusingly
incomplete (for example, it was sometimes,impossible to
tell from a roster whether a given child was two, three,
four, or five years old at the time of enrollMent, thus
it was difficult to know whose claSs roster to check for
the following year to determine wl.ether or not the child
was still present; (3) even it the center existed in
earlier years and accurate rosters coulcibe found, Head
'Start-to-elementary school feeding patterns had changed in

pmany locales, raising the problem of deciding just which
schools a child had to be in to be considered "predent,"
i.e., not a victim of attrition. These problems were
generally overcome or taken into account to the-extent
that it was possible to develop a second estimate of
attrition for almost all sites on the basis of the new data
collected. 1

'

.

From the-data gathered in/1975 and 1976, two independent
estimates of annual retention' tate were computed by averaging
across the years for which data were available. (Annual
retention rate is the proportion of the Preceding year's
group remaining inany given year--this proportion tends,to
remain fairly constant across gradeS.) Once the annual rate
has been estimated, it is possible to compute retention over
four years (Head Start to K, K to 1,'-1 to 2, and 2 to 3) -by
raising the coefficient to the fourth power.



The figures obtained,frOeach of the: eleven s=ites.

retaining in the evaluation-are shown in Table 23-.
The ,first two columns of the-table show the estimates of
annual retention rate. The third column shows the actual
pioportion of children in the testing sampZesvh(t. remained in
school from- time of first testing in the fall el-1975- to
the time of second testing. in the spring cif-=I97 6e-Jan interval.
of.about six months). Columns feur and five show projections
-of the total percentage of :children from an original PDC
or comparison Head Start group likely to still remain in a
respective PDCor comparison school,through grade_ 3., This
fi re,-based upon a:four-year projection, may oVer-estimate
re enton somewhat, since 'it extends only to the beginning
of -hat is actually the child's fifth year in school...,.'
(Te ting for the proposed longitudinal PDC evalUatioxivill-

. co--_-inue alit:Lost until the end of the -fifthyear,) -The
sixth column' in Table offers an empirical check on
the accuracy of the four-year'retention estimate.. this -..
cold'mn shows the-prOportion of _dhildren-who,have actually
remained in what are now pxor.comparison schools since their-

entry into Head Start:in 19-4-72.

It is ,obvious'thatthe-various estimates of retention
differ to lesser or greater -degrkesx, -probably due to error
in the data on which. thef were -based; yet in averaging
across sites, the different figures are irT:fairly close
agreement:- the two independent estimate of annual retention.

are. 82% and 811, while the actual figure fOr a six -month
period is 88%;:the two Projections- of four-year retention
are 46 and 42%, while the actual figure for the - groups that
entered Head- Start.four years ago is 4'2% and the two pro -

jection ?l of the mean number of children flpom Head-Start
testing.samples,likely to _remain: until grAde 3,-are quite
close--28 and 24 respectively.

,. I erpretation of rition data. It is likely that the
1976 data are the -m r- accurate ecause they were collected
according to a more precise, design than was employed for::

collecting the 1975 data.'Thus.estimates based upon the

.A second consideration to keep-in interpreting
1976 data should be. preferred for deciiVaking purpose

the data is that factors other than departure from a- target
school will contribute to attrition from the testing
the two main factors are likely to be extended absence -from
school at testing'tidle. (e,g., due to illnesS) and refusal-
Lo cooperate (on the part of the child, the child'S'perents,
or school officials),` Table 24 shows that_, of 851 children
who were to hAVe been tested in spring 1976,, about 10% moved
away before or during the testing peri9d.and' 3% more could
not' be completely tested for reasons -either than departure
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Table
Summary, of Attrition S atistics

Annual
retentibn

rate
(percent)

,Tercent
fall-spring

.retenti'on

_

IProjected
percent

retention.
over 4 years

. Actualo-
percent

retention' from
t'Head Star to

.

Expected
1976-77

Projected no.
hi ldren

remaining
n1 grade 3

1980-81)
"based on.'...

1975 197 in 1975-76 1975 1976 grade 3 for Head Start 1975 1976
Data Data testing s a_m- le Data. Data 1971-72 grow enrollment Data Data

CALIFORNIA
PDC 95 7 81 82 7 7 47 39' 7

CO-rT -- 9 7 79 81 89 39 21 57 51 22
COLORADO

PDC 86 7 90 55 68 37 7

Comp 77 7 93 35 68 24
CONNECTICUT

PDC 75 96 -89 32 85 59 60 19 ,5

Comp 81 99 98 43 96 79 60 26-FLORIDA
pEic 82 '2.' 88 72 100100a 45 .20 32.
Comp 73 96 86 28 85 100 37 10, 36

GEORGIA
PDC 80 81 85 41 . 43 59 60 25 2g,

IOWA
_.

c

ppc 84 77 73 50 35- 60 30 21
Camp 80 74 89 41 30 5 6 , 27 20

MARYLAND
Fix 64 74 92 17 30 39 70 12 21

Comp 75 69 93 32 23 07 60 19 14°

MICHIGAN
PDC 78 67 91 37 20 35 75 -- 28 15

Comp 92 93 86 72 75 68 60- 43 = 45

TEXAS
pDC 86 95 7 55 65a

,

45' 7 25

Comp 86 55 t 5a 45 7 2 5

UTAH
PDC 80 74 86 41 30 35 65 27 20

Comy 78 53 7 08 11 65------1, 24 _ 05

WASHINGTON
PDC 69 65 87 23 18 21 60 14 11
Comp 68 55 89 21 09 20 100 21 09

W. VIRGINIA
PDC 86. 73 g3 55 28 ?

7b
45 25 13

Comp 93 92 88 75 72.. 62 45 34 32

MEAN ACROSS 88 46 42 42 61 28 24
AIL SITES

Note: A question mark indicates missing or-insufficient data.

No 1971-72 group. Figure 'Shown IA, -a:projection for the 1972-73 group
(oldest group for which'data are available).'

b.0 1971-72 group. Figure shown is a- projection for the 1973-74 ,group
'(oldest group for which data are available).

CMEan is :weighted to take account of the geometrically greater contribu-
-tlen of the larger numbers' to retention.
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sr Table',24.

Accounting of CoMplete,Pti ly'omP'lete---a'
and Incomplete Testipg, Spring 1976

,

a.

Number f Total

-Children scheduled tc be tested in-
;spring, 1976:

Children for whom no tests' at .all
were .veceived, due to. .

terminated sch8O1 enroilmentt

refuSalof cooperation:'

continual absence-:

,parental refusal of cooperation:

tests reportedlyon-receipt,of
complete

other:.

Subtotal:

-Children for whom only 'a partial set
of tests was rece vrekd due

terminatedrnrschool enrollment:

chi d's refusal of cooperation:

oonti ual absence,:

non receipt of tests reportedly
r completed

Subtotal:

umber for whom a complete s t f testa
was received:

Total accounted

85

1

1

-3

96

6

.736

851

-.2

.1

11.3

.4

1_.0

.7

2.3

86'.4

'100.0



S

from school. It is probable that these diifficultiea. will
continue over the term of a longitudinal study, andmay
even become more serious if children, parents,.or schoal-
offiCials grow resistant to repeated testing ,(it is not7
hard to imagine some resistancein comparison sahools-
particularly)'.

With all this in mind,-the proportion Of Floc 4nd
Lomparison=Head Start children who remain in PUC and'
cohiparison schools respe4iVely through the-end of grade
3 can be reasonably estiTatbd et 3i40%,'averaged across
all th4 sites. inCludea in th present _analysis. This-Alpans
that with an initial grpuppize of 61 (the mean expected
fall enrollment), the Villal group size at the end Of grade 3
is likely-to he 21'7.24. There will certainly be Site-o-site
variation around this figurd--perhaps the-Average will, even
be somewhat higher due= to efforts'on the part Of project ,
staff to recruit Head Start children who have a high prob-
ability of remainingbut 'the prospect of achieving'an
ultimate sample of 30 children per group (the original goal
seem smell. Most,sites are-now at' maximUM ,enrollment,
precluding the-enlargement-of their present samples.- The
Amplications-rof these findings' are discussed in,-the Con-
clusions section of this report. 0
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Table 25

?nmitiary-,of Findinigs on Test Charac,teristic

.1-.:_

Child Reast eliability Validity

Sensitivity

to change

SuitabilitT:for

higher grades

Relevance

social

competence .

14

RecomMendations Comments

,S English

.

T--
,k- -

Retain

Sal___P51.1

Retain

Exarine sensitivity to

change and suitability: for

ksm-Spanish
,

.

Examine sensitivity to

change and Su4ability-for
4.

'English slpeakerS,

WI Bloc Design Retaia

To be used only in Head

Start yeat as covariate

measure.

7oncortUal G mina. Delete Inadeanate.relia

,

;av J-d TAI

n

___

Delete Inadequate reliq.j1EL____

ferbol- Fl _ :. _ _ Retain

Retain with

modification

Acceotd4le in all res ects.

Revine item to increase

score variance among older

Accet le in all aspects.

ferbal tiornoryl

-

.

verbal Nestor Retain

arm CoordinatLon

__

'Retaill

,

Reliability,, validity, and

relevance to social-com-

Le Icemabe--

Revise scoring system to

increase score variance

amon- older children.

)raw-A-child

Retain with

modification

,eci Colrdinnion 77
/

Delete Tnadqvate reliability

Acceptable in all respects

examined,'0G

Retain '.

Acceptable in all respects

examined,
i ,

)pposite Analogies - ;.Delete

Expense of administration

not justifiable,

)0 You Know;.? I .

?IPS

',

Delete

Retain

Expense of admilistration

not 'ustifiable.

Acce table in all res ct8,

= Acceptable,,

Pi6viSionally Acceptable

I !

Blank T Not analyzed

uestionable

0 Not acceptable



-Su a -y o Findin

IV

CONCLUSIONS

0 Ihe:prithary*purpose of the spring 1976 data-analysis
was to determine the adequacy of the instruments included
in the PDC battery. Judgments of adequacy were, based on
considerations of..

reliability;

validity;

sensitivity to change;

suitability for older children; And

relevance to social competence,

'Table 25 summarizes the results of analyses that focused
on each of these points. On the basis of -these analyses, it
is recommended that the instruments listed, below be retained
or deleted as indicated.

.Retain

Bilingual Syntax Measure-Englih
Bilingual Syntax Meaeure-Spanish
WPPSI Block Design
Verbal Fluency
Verbal Memory-1 (with modification'

content)
Verbal Memory-3
,Arm Coordination
Draw-A-Child (with modification in scoring)

Pupil Observation Checklist
PDC Child Rating Scale
Preschool Interpersonal Problem-Solving

Test (PIPS)



Delete,

Conceptual Grouping._
Say ;and Tell
Leg Coordination
Opposite Analogies
Do You

Justification of Recommendations

sh. Although the suitabi1ity of this instrument
for older children and for c'hildten who are not English-
dominant is .open to gut4tion.Wata were available from only
a small number of the latter gioup, precluding confident
analysis), it is acceptable according to most criteria for
English-dominant He ?d Start children. The indications of
the instrument's sensitivity to change are ambiguous, requiring
further AT-erysis.

BSM-par-lish. This version-of-the UM :appears suitable
for Spanish-dominant Head Start children except in is sen
sitivity,to change, which5is questionable. No UM-Spanish-
data are available for older children, and the number of
English- dominant children who completed it is too smell to
,permit analysis; thus conclusions cannot be confidently
extended beyond the group of Spanish-dominant Head Start
children.

WPPSI Block Design. This instrument was sel -ted.for
inclUsion in the battery to proVide a measure of el_
cognitive aptitude that could late'

a
serve,as. a covakiate, for

analysis of other data, thus it il.to be dministered only
during the first testing session of the Head Start year
For this purpose it appears acceptable in all respects.

Conceptual Grouping. As in fall 1975,. his instrument
suffered from low reliability. Although eomarison of fall
and spring scores repealed significant change, the imprecision
of scores seems too large to be tolerable.

. Say and Tell. This instrument, too, failed to meet
reliability criteria, and- is judged unsuitable for retention.

'Verbal Fluency. This,instrumen t passed :all analytic
screenings without difficulty.

EN=
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yriliLLJ%!TpIEyL=L. For Head Start children, scores on
this scale are reliable, valid, and,apparantly relevant .to
social competence, but ,none of these Characteristics geld
for older childrent The repetitionoof short word strings -
evidently becomes a simple task for older children, thus the
resulting scores have little discriminatory power above the
Head Start lev 1. It is proposed that ttiartask be re-
structured to increase score variance among older children.

Verbal Memory:2- The task presented by-this scale,
story repetition, yielded scores that were acceptable in
all respects for children from Head Start to.grade 3.

Arm Coordination.' The relationship of this measure to
social cowe!2tenceappears tenous, and indications of its
validity ar4inconsistent, but since it is one of the few
available indices of psychomotor performance, it.is recom-
mended that it be retained for future study.

Draw-AChild. The scoring of this-i rument presently
involves assignment of- points for the presencd (Versus-absence)
of body parts; this procedure yields' scores that differentiate
among children at the Head start level, but not among older
children-'(Who have little difficulty drawing a completebody)'.
An alternative scoring procedure is available that attends
to the.guality_of the drawing rather than simply to the
presence of elements, and use of tbis procedure is-likely
to permit'useful differentiation among older children.

Lea!giIprdinatiop. The'relisbility of this measure is
invariably low, making itunacceptable for inclusion in the
battery.

Pupil Observation Checklist. This instrument was found
Suitable in all the characteristics,examined.

PDC Chid Patin Scale. This instrument, too,, appears-
acceptable in all the characteristics exaMined. P

0 osi_e AnalogiCS. The reliability of this nstrument
seems acceptable, although no convincing relationship with
"social eo iti-p-et-glicTe" criteria Was found. Opposite Analogies
was among theinstruthents offerd, to sites for optional in-
clusion in,local batteries', and has been administered at 'Only
two sites. Its Continued use is judged unwarranted on both
theoretical and economic bases.

Preschool Inter ersonal Problem-Sol-in Test (PIPS). This
instrument appears to meet all criteria for inclusion in the
battery and may be especially useful as a key indicator of
"social \competence ".competence".
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Do You Know...? This instrument also was adwinistered
at only two sites, and although it is acceptable according
to the criteria used for other tests, the expahse of its
continubd'administration seems difficult to justify. Thus,
it is recommended that it be deleted entirely from the
battery.

Additional Instrumentation Recommendations

PD__ C Classroom Observation -Systet. Although the- Ogser-_
vation System was found,in the analysis reported here to
pOssess sufficient reliability and concurrent validity_ to make
it potentially useful as an instrument for describing the
Characteristics of indiNkdUal children, two factorsargue
for its use as-an instrument. for describing classroom-level
characteristics; these factors are (1) measurement stability
and'(} cost in time and funds.

When a child is .observed for four five - minute periods
in a single morning' or afternoon, it is possible, perhaps
likely, that the behavior sampled in that span represents
Only a fraction of the-chs,general behavior Patternthe
-fraction that was exposed under the classroom conditions
prevailing at the time of observation. Under other classroom
conditions, the child might conceivably havrbehaved very
differently. But even if obserVation were continuous and
exhaustive, it would still be ob ervation of behavior in the

5';
school environment, which is only)one of many environments-
in whfCh children exercise social competence. Thus, even if
it were possible_ for --e observer to remain in the classroomE
as long as.neceSsary t obtain a representative view.of-an
indiVidual child's school behavior, the view might not be
broad enough to permit, generalization:to the child's behavior
outside of school. It Seems more,:realistic,1 erefOre,,to
regard the Observation System as a melsure of children'S ,

behavior in 'the Classroom, restricting_ generalization to that
context

r
However, in view of the low magnitude of the rela7

tionships-found between Observation System variables and
other measureS,:available for children in the testing sample,
it may be that\the 20-minute sample of classtoom,behavior
from which observation variables a-e constructed does not
provide a stable basis for individua measurement..

The cost of the Observation System is an important
additional consideration: it-takes up to half as long to
complete the,' observation of af.single child as it does to. give
the child all the other tests in the battery, and analysis of
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_

the data produced is proportionally, even more expensive
beCause of,the multiple observation cycles and the number
of-variables involved.

Hopever, if.the purpose of 'the _Observation Systemwere
to become-that of characterizing classes ratifer than individual
children, total observation time could be reduced by reducing
the length of the period during which each individual is
observed; even with this reduction, the resulting measures,
being based on more ththrough sampling, can be expected to

. be -more reliable With respect to classroom "personalities"
than they are now.with[repect to individual children. (The
larger the nuMber'Of instances upon which a generalization--a
score, iwthis.cate-is based, the more reliable the generali-
zation,)

Lest it be thought that this same reaso-in g applies to
the tests. included in the battery; it is im ortant to note
how they differ from the Observation System The tests are
administered under. conditions that are, as far as possible,
the saffie- for all children rather than varying with time and
location; the tests are designed to elicit numerous instances
of the behavior tobe measured for greatest measurement
reliability, rather than depending upon'the spontaneous.
and possibly infrequent occurrence, of the behavior; and the
tests can be administered quickly and economically while the
Observation- System, used as .a measure of Individual behavior,
is lengthy and-expensive.

It is proposed, therefore, that- the 0_ servation System
be regarded in the future as a measure thk focuses on the
nature, of intact classesrather than on the nature of children.
The resulting measures may provelpiCHbe of considerable value
in contrasting the activities of PDC and comparison olaSsrooms
and in doCtimenting the degree to which various aspects of
the PDC program=are.visibly implemented in PDC centers and
schools. In addition to providing measures of implementation,
the Observation-System,..used at the classroom level, may also
prove valuable to a classroom-level analysis of program impact.

PDC Child Interview ,(Faces). Faces, a measure of
attitude toward school, was administereb to children in/
.Head Start throUgh grade 3 during the spring testing period.
Based on the number of Head Start children mho did not under-
stand the instructions (in the judgment\of the testers),- itt
is recommended that FaCes not be used with Head Start children.



Response distributions (see Appendix-p) for the higher grades
indicates that the measure may-be useful by first grade.
When analysis of the data is completed, ,further recommendations
will be made.

Preschool Productive Lan ua-e Assessment Task (PPLAT).
A p-ilot pre-school version of the High/Scope Productive
'LanguageAssessment Task was administered-to -Head Start chil-
dren intwosites during the spring testing period. Because
analyslsof-the,-data from-this testing has not been completed,; -
no recombendations for its general ue can be made at this
time. However, because of its potential utility as a measure
of language development,-the present plan is to admInister
it at the-two bilingual/bicultural demonstration sites
(California and Texas) in J4nuary 1977. The outcom*f the
analysis presently underway may dictate revision of this
plan;.but if the-PPLAT proves to -bb acceptably reliable land
valid, it will provide a baseline measure of language
development against which later development can -be judged
using more venerable instruments.
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Summary of Findings with Regard to Attrition

Judging by the attrition data gathered a year ago and
again thia-spring, it is likely that no more than afew sites,
and possibly none at all, will retain a sufficient number of
children from the original testing samples to permit analysis
of PDC's effects wit1hin individual sites at thq end of. Cohort
2's third-grade year. The alternatives"that Obediately
suggest themselVes are (1) perfam.summative site-by-site
analyses at an earlier pgirit in FD 's history (before attrition
h- reduced group size below the requisite number):,- (2) depend
upon,analysis of data aggregated,across all sites at the
time when Cohort 2 completes grade 3, or (3) combine alter-
natives 1 and 2,. performing site-by-site analyses ea heyear
until samples become prohibitively small, then turn (D analyses
of-aggregate samples.

It should beNkept in mind, however, that elrei1 the alter-
nat e of aggregation will require substantial samples, from
each site in order to permit adequate statistical control
of .factors other than the PDc program itself that affect
children's performance. Thus selection of this alternative
would not warrant relaxation of the sample size requirements
previously established.



APPENDIX

Descriptions of the_Measu es In the Spring Battery
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y
Descriptions of the Measures in the Spr=ing Battery

o Ial-Emo ional Measures

Order of
Administration

PDC-,Clas,sroom Observat on System
1

Pr

PDC Faces Interview
9

chol81 Interperonal Problem-Sol lila Test (PIPS) 12

--

1. Observation Checklist, (POOL) 15

Psychomotor Measures

COordination [McCarthy Scale Children's Ability
(MSCA)]

Draw-A-Child (MSCA)
Leg Coordination (MSCA)

Cognitive afid Language Measures

Bjlingual Syntax Measu _ (BSM)
,lock Design (WIDPS1) t

Conceptual Grouping (MSCA)
06-You'i(pb? (CIRCUS).-
Opposite Analogies (MSCA)

,,Say and Tell (CIRCUS)
Verbal Memory (MSCA)
,Verbal Fluency .(MSCA)

Other Measures

Adult Lan -gunge Check

_rition,Handi.cap and Attendance In ormation Sheet
P-C Child Rating Scale

Each ofhll'Ose'medsures is described briefly below.
a more extensive review, see-.Interim-Report II, Part B:
Recbmmendations for Measuring Program Im.act 1975

5

6

13

2

10)

3

(8)

-For,

'As noted ine teikKt, the battery was administered in two
sometimes three sesgions. Parentheses ark measures that
not administered at all sites.
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PDC Classroom Observation S hem (Hi _1/Sco e Foundation,
Liqp9:LiLltd). The PDC observation) system was developed to
provide information about childrep's classroom behavior along
dimensibns pertinent to the socjoal-emotional goals of Project
Developmental Centinuity. The system fpcuses on aspects of an
individual child's behavior, verbal.or nonverbal, that reflect
the ,child's attitude toward himself, and-on theakild's social
competence as demonstrated in his interactiop. with peers and
adults.

Using a time sImp1.4ng Method, trained observers'ObServe
each child for :five mi nutes at four different times during
the day and code their behavior into four general categories:
"noninvolved,", "involved," "interacts with peer," and "inter-I
acts with,,adult." A fifth category, /'activity level," is
included 'to provide infprmation concerning the context in
which thesebehaviors were observed. Each of these categories
includes subcategories-that are designed to identify th.
frequency and nature of specific behaviors within-the-general
cate'jory.

school Inter ersonal Problem-Solving Test (Shure and
Spivack, 174) ..-7 The PIPS attempts to assess the child's-.
ability to name alternative solutions to a life-related prob-
lem--that of obtaining a toy from ano\her child. Paper cut-
outs of boys, girls and toys are used 1-1 presenting the problem.
Among jnner city four-year-olds attending the' Philadelphia Get
Set:day care program, those judged as better-adjusted by their
teachers were able to conceptualize a greater numper and a.
wider range of alternatiVe solutions to real-life problems
than were their more poorly djusted classmates;

Fu it 0 rvationCheckl4ist (High/Scope Foundation, unplih:.
lished ). Thib is a rating scale consisting of-twelve-7-point I'

bipolar aldject'lves derived ;irom'a similar scale used in the
Home Startevaluation2. Te,testerrates each child using this
ln_trument{ atter he or she had administered all the other-
measlres in the battery td}the child. See Appendix H for
detatils-on the factor structure of this instrument.

, -

PDC Faces,nterview (Hi __*co =e FoNndation, un-ublished) .
This test is designed to a mss the c ild's attitud t ward
s--- land his teacher. T child is asked to point to one Of .

es .(whici-Lrange'from sappy to as:he,.is asked questions
school and his teache

'Shure, M. B. & Spivadk, G. The T'IP Test Manual. Philadelphia:
Hanneman Medical College, 19-74.

-Love, , et al. 'National Home Start Evaluation Interim
Report VII_, Ypsilanti, High /Scope Foundation, March 1976.

100 1 1



yf

McCarhycal Chi -d_re-n'sAbilitie cCa th ,1972)1'
These subtests consist of a:seiies of tasks ta problem-
olying, psyChomotor, and conceptual abilities, and are -similar
to the Wechsler/ soles, but with emphasis onagerelated
maturational indioptors.

e -"once

and categoriz
size, and -shape
instructions.

ild's task is to manipulate
the dimensions'of
verbally presented

Verba-MemoLy. The child
of words (Verbal
,mucLas possible
Memory-3).

is asked to repeat sequences
Memery1).and to'repeat or r9tell, as
of a one paragraph story (Verbal

Verbal Fluency. The child is asked td .name as many
members, of specific categories (e-.g animals) as
he/she can.

Leg Coordination.
involve the lower
wards or standing

Arm-Coordination.
a beanbag, and th
target.

Draw -Chi__
the same sex.

Child performs motor tasks whi
extremities, such as walking ba
on one foot.,

Child bounces a _rubber ball, catches
ows a beanbag= through a hole in a

Child draws a-'picture of a child of

site Analogies. The child is asked, eoupply the
missing word in an analogy. For example, the sun is
hot and- ice is

dechsler..; +tPreschool and Primar Scale of Intelli en e,
_Block Design subtest eddialer, 1967 . The task requires
reproducing (constructing) designs with flat colored. blocks,
either'from the examiner's model'or.from ajoicture on a card.-
-Thef measure Eapsproblem-solving'abilities, flexibility of
response style,-visual-motOr organization, and execution.

-T_ US subtest : Do:You Know. (Educational Testin
Service, 1974) . This is a general-information test The-
child chooses the picture which appropriately answers

2,NoW York PsyChological Corporation, ,197
'McCarthy, D. McCarth,- Scales of Children's Abilities= Manual.

_

_

'echsler, .
Wechsler Preschool and Primary, Scale' of-Intel-

ligence: lanual-.--_,New-York-: Psychological Corporation, 1967.

ucational Testi
P ort,. ncetn

g Service. Circus Manual and Technical
Educational. Testinge vice, .1974.



examiner's question. This task taps the 'child's-experience
in avariety of areas (health, safety, social standards,
consumer concepts);

CIRCUS subtest: a and Tell (Educational Testin
Service, 1974) . This test consists of tub parts and taps
children's language abilities. In the first part the Child is
given a pencil 'and asked attribute questions, e.g., "What
color is it?"; in the second part the child is given two
pennies,and is asked to desvibe them. Scoring is based on
categories.Of attributes which the child mentions.

..,
.

&iilinaasyntax, Measure. (Burt, Dulay and Hernandez Ch.,
1975)2. This test is designed to measure hildren's oral
proficiency in English and/or Spanish graAatical structures.
Simple questions are used with cartoon-type colored pictures
to provide a. conversational setting for eliciting natural
speech. An*analysis of the child's responSe yields a numerical
indicator and a qualitative description of the child's
strLctu'ral language Proficiency in standard English or stan-
dard Spanish. Responses are written down verbatim.

PDC Child Ratio Scale (Hi:h Sco Foundation., unp ublished) ,

This instrument is designed as a measure of social competence
to be administered by the respective classroom teachers of the
children rated. (for each of the 3,9 items, specific behaviors
such as "Uses words or wits to ,influence others" are rated on
a 5-point scale according to frequenCy of occurrence ("Very
frequently" to:"Rarely"). See Appendix H for details on the
_factor_structureof this instrument-

Adult Lanua e Check. This me sure is used in he
bilingual bicultural demonstration- sites to Obtain indication
bf-the qanguagds' the-adults in the',AaSsrodm use during their
interactions with children. The interviewer sits in the clAS-'
room for a two hour period-and records the language used by
the teachers and aides approximately every five minutes.

Attrition, HandioaLIhdAttendance Information Shee
To the-extent that it was available, this in - o on was
collected for each child in the,sample. In most
obtained from the classroom teacher.

As Tables A-1 to A-3 show, not all the meaThres listed
were administered at all. the Sites. , The Spanish version of the
Bilingual Syntax Measure was administered only to Spanish
speaking children, and the Adult Language Check. was used only

rases it was

C it

i2Burt, M., Dulay,
/
New York: Harcou

ndez, E., Bilingual Synt sure.
e, Jomanovich, 1975.



in classrooms where anguages other than English were spoken
by teachers, aides, or other adults. Due tb, the shortage of
time available for training new testers,,the Bilingual Syntax
Measure was not administered in Georgia .arid theClassroom
Observation System was not Nsed in Calitarniaor Michigan.

The PPLAT and the Child Rating Scale were administered
in only a few sites since:bothinstrUments are still under`
development. Do YouKnow,.?,OpPosite Analogies, and WPPSI
Block Design were given in :a total of five sites, at the
siteeptions.. (During the planning year each site had'been.
allowed to select from a- -list ofitests offered optionally
for local inclusion.)

In Georgia, where a- cross-sectional sample of elementary
school childrgn coMpriseS the comparison group, only age=
appropriate -instrumebts (apprOpri'atenes8 indicated by test

1

norms) wer A4Jministered in the higher grades. tnaid in

MrVlaand, :_fiere a.sample of third-,graders was t0ted in order
tc examine'the suitability of the instruments for children
in. the higher ranges of perforMance, certain tests were not
included because it was already'known that these were or
were not suitable For children ,at this level.

controlling for order effect in adMinistering the'BSM
to bilingual-children. Childten'who show facility in both'
Spanish and -English receive bothgversions of the BEM. The
order in Ohich-the two versions are .administered is controlled
so that auring. any single testing period half-the children
receive the Spanish version fiTst and half receive the English
version_ first. Further, the .order is reversed with each suc-
cessive testing -se that,' for example, a child who receives
the, firstanish vergiOn in the -fall would recePv fthe English

:
VefsiWfirst inrmthe spring.:- The nUMbeeof childr who have
actua- lyreceived both versions is,. too small. (_18'1 spring,
1975 to permit a statistical: test of order effect, but the
procedure described here should neutralize the effect if it'
_indeed exists.
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CHILD MEASURES

The Basic Battery of Measures

Arm'Ccordination

(McCarthy Scales)
___

Bilingual Syntax Measure

(English Version). _

_.__ _ _

___ _

__-_ ____

___ _ .___ _______

,.., -

__ __

Bilingual Syntax Measure

(c-anish Version)

Conceptual Grouping

. :

.
(McCarth calesl

Draw-A-Child

(McCartho Scales),
X

Leg Coordination

(McCarth Scales)

PLC Faces Interview

(High/Sco e)

Preschool Interpersonal Problem=

Solving Test (PIPS)

vv

Say and Tell

(CIRCUS)

Verbal Fluency

(McCarthy Scales)

Verbal Memory

(McCarth- Scale

OTHER MEASURES

Adult 'Language Check

AiLqlaczgL-----
Attrition/Handicap/Attendance

Information Sheet

=

Demographic Information Sheet

(where qpplicable)
X

PDC Classroom Observati h System

-HilISMI__ILIEJ---
Pupil Observation Checklist (POCL)

: (11011/ScoPer"

F

Administered' to Spanish- speaking children in thesesite



Tab1 A-2

Seto- eJ ured and Experimental Measur

Child Measure's

rest 40 rd uc-ive nOdge

Ass rent Task (PPLA_ -Righ/Scope)



Table A-3-

Measures Administered in Georgia' And Maryland

CHILD MEASURES

COnce0tual GroUping

Verba Fluency

Arm do rdinatioll

Draw-A- hild

PDC Faces kteOiew

BSM7English

S41, ind Tell

PIPS

Leg Coordination

Verbal Memory
7-

GEORGIA, MARYLANE

Head Kinder= Grade Grade

1 2

X

X

X

X '-

X

X

X

Grade

3

Grade

X

X

X

_ _
0 ER_ MEASURES

PDC Classroom Observatict
stetrl

Pupil-Ob4ervation
Checklist (PbCL)

Attrition/Handicap/Attet

=dance Information Sheet

X

X X



APPENDIX 6

Forms for Weekly Tester Monitoring

The forms reproduced here were used weekly
by testers for mutual monitoring. The com-
pleted forms were returned regularly to
High/Scope for continuAng analysis. In this
appendix, the beside which an X
appears are those in _w,wish testOrs, as a .-roup,
'Trade more errors than 'Xpected OP than was
judged tolerable.
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Interviewer

Chilel's Name

Table 13-1

ARM COORDINATION

Mbnitoring Form

Date

INSTRUCTIONS: This form will provide High/gcope Foundation with information on how
similar the interview. admirstrations are within each site and across sits. The

interviews must be administered in a standard or cniform way to insure comparability
of the data. When you monitor another interviewer you should,be recording the child's
responses'in'our interview:booklet and be watching 'for 4nd noting whether any of the
following errors occur during each of the interviews. You will fill out one of thes.
monitoring form-5 for each interview you monitor.

Interview Administration Errors eck if Occur e

Fails to have CORRECT INTERVIEWING MATERIAL
e.g., didn't have ball, beanbag, tape, etc.

2-. INCORRECT PLACEMENT of interview materials;
.g., didn't have ,target 6' from child,

didn't kneel or .bend when throwing beanbag
to child, etc.

7-

3. INCORRECT WORDING of interview questions;
e.g., doesn't foll w the words in the inter
view booklet.

4. SKIPPED AN ITEM.

5. SKIPPED A SECOND TRIAL, or gave a second
trial when it should not have been given.

\ %

6. STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY; .q., idn,
give entire interview.

7. REPEATS; repeated the interview question
more than one time.

ENCOURAGEMENTS; gave more than one encour-
agement per initial question and repeat;
didn't give an encouragement when needed.

9. SCORING; scored child's response incorrectly.

10. OTHER: (specify)

X

Rapport with child circle one):

NamQ of Mnitor

Poor Adequate. Gooc.t



Interviewer

Child's dame

Table B-2
NGUAL SYNTAX MEASURE
Monitoring Form

Date

INSTRUCTI_NS:, This,form will provide High /scope Foundation with information on how
similar the interview administrations are within each site and across sites. The

interviews must be administered in a standard or unifMrm way to insure comparability

of the data. When you monitor anotIler int6rviewer you Should be recording the child's
re4onses in your!interview booklet and be watching for and noting whether any of the

- following errors occur during each of. the interviews. You will fill'out one of these

monitoring forms for each interview you monitor.

Ifiterviedministration Errors Check if 'Occurred

1 Fails to have CORRECT INTERVIEWING MATERIALS;
e.g., is missing the picture.

-2. INCORRECT'PLACEMENT of interview materials;
e.g., doesn't, place arm-up picture directly
in front of child, doesn't place IDiCture
booklet directly-7in front of child; didn't
put cNaxm-up 'picture out of child's sight, when
using booklet, etc.

.rz

INCORRECT WORDING of interview questibris;
e. g., doebnt follow the words in the
interview bboklet, adds too many additional
comments or questions.

4, SKIPPED AN ITEM.

STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY; didn't
stop after itep 5 when child responded to
only two of t first ffVe items; stopped
after three -Ft.NR- instead of after four.

6. INCORRECT TIMING; e.g.,' didn't mark time
started and time stopped_ oncover. of
interview booklet.

7 REPEATS; rdoeated the interview questi6n
more than one time; repeated the child's
response verbally.

ENCOURAGEMENTS; gavehy-04-re than onepncOur-
-gement after the initial-.,question; gave
more than one encouragement' after.therepeat
or didn't give an encouragement when it
should have been given.

.

9. SCORING; not writi=ng child's response
exactly as said; not writing legibly; not
indicating child's physical gesturers, e.g.,
pointing, etc.

10. DEFINES WORDS; defining wordsfor child
during the non-preliminar questions.

OTHER: (spc7J-Ai=11.

Rao with child (circle one): lin Poor Adecuate - Good



`Table
ONCEPTUAL Rt UP

Monitoring Form.

INSTRUCTIONS:2= Ihis form will,provide High/Scope Foundation .with information on hoW
,....._ .

siimilarthe inteririew_adminalstrations age` within each site and across -sites'. -'The
intervi s must be administered in a _stanakd or uniform' way to insure comparabilityta
of the ta. When OU monitor 'another interviewer you should be recording the child's

responses in your i erview book* and be watching for and notj.ng whether aily of the
following errors occu during each of the interviews: ,You -ill fill Out One-of.r. these"

monitoring forms for each'-.ir erview you monitor.

- ,--,

nte v -Adirlihistr- on Errors
-.

---

Chet Occurred

.

'6.

.

10.

.---

E.ails to have CORRECT INTERVIEWrNGMATERIALS--
e.g., didn't have all of square and circles.

INCORRECT PLACEMENT of- interview materials,
e.g., puts wrong materials on-,cdrdboard.'.'

;-

INCORRECT WORDING of interview questions
e.g.-, doesn't follow the words'in the
interview booklet. .

. 1.

SKIPPED-AN ITEM.
-- -

,

STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY, .dolgo, stopp
atter 3 failures or DK4R-NR instead of after=
4.

INCORRECT TIMING, e.g., didn't reord time.
st9xted.

, .

..it- view questiciq moreREPEATS; repeated the n
,-

than one time.-
NI- 4 ..i --

-

SCORING; scored child's respon.se incorrectly.
.---- --, -.-

ENCOURAGEMENTS; gave -more tha6 one encourage-
ment each time question- was asked pr didn't
give encouragement when needed,.
Other: (specify)

--___

Rappo

Name. Meni

hild (cir- e one): Beer Adequate Good.



Table B-4
-IOU KNOW....

taring Form

INSTRUCTIONS: This form will provide High/Scope-Foundation. with information on how-
limIlarthe interview. administrations aiiiiithinteeite:and.acrosi sites. The
interviews- must be administered in a. standard or.dOifOrm way to insure comparability
f the data.- When you monitor 'another'interviewer4Ou should be recording the child's

responses in your interview booklet and be'wetching for and hotta whether any d 'Yhe
followingerrors occur during each of the interviews. You will fill out, one of th6e
monitoring forms-for each iOtervJeW,yoU monitor.

,

Interview Adminiqtration Errors Che Occurred
_.

1

1.

5

7.

8.

.

.

Fails to have CORRECT INTERVIEWING MATERIALS,
e.g., did not have manual and/or child's
copy..

INCORRECT PLACEMENT of interview materials,
e.g., did not place child's test booklet
properly.

INCORRECT WORDING of interview questions,
e.g., doesn't follow the words 4r1 the
interview booklet.

SKIPPED AN ITEM. =,-...

'STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY, e. , didn't
test after 4 consecutive DK-R-NR's.

INCORRECT TIMING, e.g., didn't record tim
started and time stopped.

ItEPEATS; repeated the interview question
=

more than one time

SCORING; scored child's response,incorrectly.
4 . ,,

ENCOURAGEMENTS; gave more 'than 'brie encourage-
Ment per initial question and pbr repeat or
didn't give encouragement when needed.

Probes; did not ask, "'Which one is your

,

answer?", when child indicated two responses.

OTHER: (specify)

Rapport with Child (circle one):

Name Of Monitor

Poor- Adequate Good



Interviewer

Child' s Name

Table B-5--
DRAW-ACHILD

.Monitoring Form,.
6

Date

,
INSTRWTTCNS:- This form will providetilgh/Scope FoundatiOn with inforMation on hO
similar. ha interview administrations Are-within each sie4:and across sites ..;mod
IntervieWS' muat be administered in a standard or uniform way to in-441re toMparabilitY--
of the data. When you Monitor another interviewer you shou,Wbe recording the child's
responses'in your interview booklet and be watching for and'optifig whether any of the

: following errors occur during each cif the interviews. You will fill out one of these
monitoring forms for each interview yOu monitor.

Interview Administration Errors Check if Occurred

_

4.

e

.

6.

. 4

,zicop!REc
;4(1,,,:c- d.

4 11-41ront

,

INCORRECT
e.g., doesn't
.view bOoklet.

INCORRECT
stopped.

REPEATSk
more'.than

ENCOURAGEMENTS;
encouragement
booklet.

OTHER: (specify)

PLACEMENT of interview a.t sv erial;
11;t 0.aceblank page width-wise'

-ofchild. '
--.i4
'1

WORDING of,interview questions;
follow the words in the inter-

TIMING; e. didn't mark time

repeated t interviewntervie question
,

one time.

failed to'give-one :

specified in interview
. --

"Rapport with child (circle one):

.Name .of Mo or

Poqt-

1

113

Adequate Good



Interviewer

Child's Name

.Teble 8-6

LEG:COQUINATIO
-Monitoring Form

Hate

INSTRUCTIONS: ?.._rm will provide-High/Scope Foundation with information:on hoW

similar,14e.interview administrations are within each site and across sites ,The

intertyTeva'must be sadinistered in a atandard or uniform way to insure comparability

of (the data when you monitor-apother_interviewer you should be recording the Child's

responSes-iityour interview booklet and be watchingLor and noting whether any of the

following errors occur during each of th'interviews. You will fill outone of these

monitoring forms for each interview youmonitor. ,

Interview Administration rrors Check if Occurred

1

Fails to have CORRECT INTERVIEWING NATERI
e.g., didn't have 9-foot tape.

2. INCORRECT WORDING of interview questionsv
e.g:, doesn't follow the words in the inter-

.vi6W booklet. Ji

- v

SKIPPED
-

AN ITEM.

4.r SKIPPED A'SECOND TRIAL or gave a second trial
when it should not have been given. .

STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY; . didn't
`stop after 'four DK-R-NR.

INCORRECT TIMING; e.g., didn't time child's
standint on one foot 'correctly (interviewer
and monitor, should be within three seconds
of each other), didn't mark time stepped.

.

FEATS; gave a second demonstration when it
u not have been giveh. ..

8. 860RINP; scored child' response incorrectly.

ENCOURAGEMENTS': gave more than one Courage-
7,1nt on the initial iquestiotand moc than ..f,

o e encouragement on the seca;n:P triad- dr gave
no enpo agements when one should have been
given .

,OTHER: (specify) I

'

.

,

.=.

Rapport_ ch id. (circle

N ime. _ Monitor
I

Poor

7'

Adequate Good



e B-7

0141051TE-ANALOGIES

dnitOring Form

Interviewer

les Namp

ate vi

INSTRUCTIONS: This form will provide High/Scope Foundation with information od how
shmi11V the .iaterview administrations are within each site and across - sites.. ,The
interviews mpst bikadministered in a standard ci.unilform way.to insure comparability
of the data '4hen yollmailitpr another interviewer you should be recording the child's
responses in your interview booklet and he-watching for and noting whether any of the
following errors occur during each of the interviews: You will #11 out one of these
monitoring forms(Ior each interview you monitor.

Interview- Ad t r ration Errors C i ck When Occurs

INCORRECT WORDING of nterview clues-
tions;7g1g" doesn't follow the words in
theitter4ew booklet.

2. SKIPPED AN ITEM.

STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY, e.g.,
doesn't stop interview after child failed
items 1 and 2, ow didn't stop after 3
DK-A7NR's.

4. INCORRECT TIMING; e.g., di-dn't record
tie started and time stopped..

.

REPEATS: repeated the interview cities-
,

Lion once. NO REPEATS ALLOWED.

-4CORING, did, not recd,rd the child'
response correctly.

7. ENCOURAGEMENT Ss gave more than one en-
couragemen,t didn't give encouragement

,%hen needed.

OTHER: (specify)

=
\

,

.

.

.

IJ

RApRort with chil (circle one):

Name ot 'onto
Poc Adequate Good



Child's Name

Table B-8:

P_C FACE5 INTERVIEW

Mni:torin Form

Date

INSTRUCTIONS: This formwillpfdtvide High/Stope Foundation with information on how
similar the-interviewadministrations:are within each site and across sites. Ttte
interviews must be administered in a-standard or uniform way, to insure comparability(
of the data.- Whenydu monitor another" interviewer you should be recordihg thie-chilesfr
responses in your interview booklet and be watching for and noting whether ariy-Oft74e
follOwing error occur during each of the interviewp.- You will fill out one gkefese,
monitoring o for each interview you monitor:

-----.

Ihtervie Administration, Errors Check Each Time Occurred

1 -. INUMECT PLACEMENT o_ interview materials;
e.g., didnit.place fases.page toWard child..

INCORRECT WORrYlligof,test Tiestions; e.g.,
didn't follow th6 wordi in-the-inteiNfiew
booklet.

SKIPPED AN ITEM.

4. STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY; e.g., didn't
stop test after 4 consecutive DK-R-NR' S.

INCORRECT TIMING; e.g., didn't mark time
started and time stopped.

6. REPEATS; repeat the test -Iques ion
than one time,

SCORING; didni,t e d,the child's response
correctly,

ENCOURAGE NTS; gave more., haii,,one encobr-
'agerhent after the initial question or after
:-the repeated question, pr _failed to give an
encouragement when should have.

Proceeded with 'the interview When it was
apparent thatthe child does not underst-
the faces and the concept behind the

- (,happy7sad).

10. OTHER: (speci,fy)

Rapport with. d (circle one)

Name Monitor

Poor Adequate Good



4nterviewer

Child's Narie

Table 13-9

PIPS
Monitorih1=Form

Date

INSTRUCTIONS:. This form will provide.Bigh/Scope Foundation wip inforthatpn on how
similar the interview administrations within each site and Across siteS.-...
interviews must be-':Odministered in a standard-or, uniform way to insure comparability
.of the data. tielen ydu monitdr'inOthr. interviewer you should im_recording the child's
responses in your intervipw booklet and be %watching for and noting whether any of the
following errors occur during each of the interviews. You will fill out one of these
monitoring ,forms for each Interview youlmonitor.

Interview Administration Zrrors Check if Occurred

1. Fails to have CORRECT INTERVIEWING U;TE IALS
e.g., missing one of the. PIPS Cutouts, tc.

INCORRECT PLACEMENT of interview materials;
e.g.'7, putt4g to on wrbw,out-out, placing
cut-'buts on table rather than oh some kind
of stand.

, INCORRECT WORDING of interview questions;
e.g., doesn't follow the words in the
interview booklet:-

4. SKIPPED AN ITEM.

5. STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY; e.c., didn't L-

stop interview after two ,.consecutive stories
'in which child gave repetition or answers' or

... DK-R7 R. - '..

INCORRECT'TIMINt; didn't mark time started,
and _.time stopped.

. PROBING, too many or too few; e.g., didn't
probe when response required it or probed
when child's= answer was acceptable.

.8. SCORING; recorded child's response
incorrectly or 'failed to pit child's
response in correct response box.

. OTHtR: (specify)

. r,..

&______
.

_

Rapp h child (circle one):

Name o ;'.o t:cr

P

'Poor

1 1 7

Adequate Good



Interviewer

Table

SAY AND TELL

Monitoring Form

Child'gName

INSTRUCTIONS: This form will pfovideHigh/Scope Foundation with information on h
similar the interview administrations are within each site and across sites. The ,
interviews must pe adminsteeed in a standard or uniform way to insure comparability
of the.dat1'.. ,Whenyou monitbr another interviewer you should be recording the child's
responps your interview booklet and be watching for and noting whether any oethe
following errors oceur during each of.the interviews. You will fill out one of these
monitoring forms for each interview you monitor.

Date

y

Interview Administratio Errors Check if Occurred

1.
. e

Fail to have CORRECT INTERVIEW' ERIALS,
e.4., used 2 nickels instead oepennies,
used a- red pencil,etc.

2. INCORRECT PLACEMENT of interview-materials,
e.g, didn't place pennies in cii]d's handr-
-put pencil out of child's reach.

INCORRECT 1q0RDINq_of interview questions,
e.g, doesn't 66liow e words In the .-

- -
interview'booklet.

.

--).
,,,,

SKIPPED AN ITEM.
t .

,

5. STOPPED INTERVIEW INCCR CTLY, e.g. -didn'-t
give entire interview..

'1INC.JORRECTTIMING, e.g. didn't record time
Started and time .stopped.

.

-

,

REPEATS; repeated the interview question
more thin. one time.

ENCOURAGEMENTS; gave more than one encour-
agement or failed to give an encouragement.

9. SCORING; did not write child's re ponce
exactly as said, did not write

3.0. Other: (specify)

,

,

_

Rapport h child (circle one):

Name o

Poor

1 1 A

Adequate . GoOd



Table B-X1
VERBAL ENCY

Monktoring Form

Interviewer

ettild's Warn

- ,INSTRUCTIONS: This form:Will provide gigh/Scope.Foundation with information on how
---,,

similar the interview administrations are within each site and across, Sltes -The
.

interviews must be administered- in a standard or uniforth
J
way,td'insure comparability

of the data. When yon_monitbr another intervieweryou should, be recording the child's
rfsponses in yOurinterview booklet and.be watching for-and noting whether any of the
following errors occur during each of the interviews. You will-fill out one of these
monitoring forms for 'each interview you monitor.

,v---

Interview Administration Eriprs Check if Occurred
...-

1. INCORRECT WORDING of interview rqUestions;
e.g., doesn't follow the words in the
interview booklet.

.
. ,

-__ SKIgRED AN ITEM.

STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY, ,

didn't give entireintervieW.
-

.4.::

4'. 'INCORRECT TIMINGI-e.g.,*allowed;the child
,t,26 =seconds to name all the toys he could

nk 'Of instead of 70_ seconds.

REPEATS; repeated the interview

6 'SCORING; didn't record child's response
exactly a,,S said, didn't write legibly.

"

ENCOURAGEMENTS; failed to say appropriate,
encouragement a_ er'S seconds, or encouraged
too many times.

8. OTHER: (specify)

Rapport with child (circle one

Name of Monitor

Poor

119

Adequate



Child's Name

Ai

Table B-l2

VERBAL MEMORY

Monitoring Fcirm

7
Date

INSTRUCTIONS: This form will provide High/Scope Foundation with information on how
.

Similar the interview administrations are within each site and across Sites. The
interviews must be administered in aLstandard or uniform way to:insure comparability
of the 'data. When you monitor anoth4r interviewer you should be recording the chIlis
responses in your interview booklet and ba;watching for and noting whether any ofithe
following errors occur during each of-theintervipws. You:will fill out-one of these
monitoring forms for each interview you monitor.

Interview Adninis.tration Errors Check f Occurred

1.

3.

4.

.words.-

7.

INCORRECT WORDING of interview questions;
p.g.,:doesn't follow the'words in the
intervievLbooklet. ,

KIPPED "AN ITEM.

STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY; e.g., failed
to give entire interview.

tf-

Rt P EAT S ; repeated the interview quevion.

SPEED read the words too quickly for the:
child or allowed-too much time between the

ENCOURAGEMENTS; encouraged the chil more
than once or didn't encourage the ild at

t---_

,

all when he didn't respond: =,..,
24

SCORING,: failed to reCOrd mil- response
.

Correctly or riwrote child's response illegibly.

/OTHER: (specify)

.111,

port witi child (circle' one)

Na:e of Monitor

Poor-

120-

Adequate Good



Table' B-13

WFTSI BLOCK DESIGN
Monitoring Form .

Interviewer Date

INSTRUCTIONS: This form will provide High %scope,, Foundation with information on how
simtlar-the interview wadministrations are within each site and across sites. The
interviews must 'be administered in a standardor-uniform way- to insure.gomparability'
of the data. When you monitor=-another interviewer you should be recording thb
responses-in-your interview booklet and be watching for and noting whether any of the
following errors occur during each of the interviews. You Vial fill=out one of these
monitoring forms for each interview you monitor.

Interview Administration Errors
.=mm..---w-

Ch6ck if= Occurred

Fails totojiaVe. CORRECT INTERVIEWING MATERIALS;
_e..ig, -doesn't ha*eita4i:14,,rblocks-, doesn't
have pidture bock' ,,--

INCORRECT PLACEMENT_of interview materials;
e.g., makes incorrect,WPPSI design, uses
wrong blocks in making design, giving wrong-

L.111'_-ks to child.

3. INe RRECT WORDMG of interview question44
e.g. -, doesn't follow the words in the
interview booklet.

4. SKIPPED AN ITEM.

5. SKIPPED A SECOND TRIAL., or gave a second
trial when it'should not have been given.

STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY; eg.., didn't
stop after two consecutive failures, .or didn't
give item 4 after child failed items 2 and 3..

INCORRECT TIMING; e.k;.,,,allowed the child more
c.

or less time-to: make.the,design than the
instructions indicatO (should be within
5 seconds Of =time Iiittit),i didn't mark- time
started and-time stopped.

REPEATS; gave a demonstration when -.it should
not have be0 given or failed to give a demon-
stration; repeated the interview question.

ENCOURAGEMENTS; ga 'm more than one encourage-
mentor none at all th the initial question
and more than one et_ urt.gement or none at all
on the second trial.

SCORING; scored chile ' -s response incorrectly.

11. ROTATIONS and GAPS;.failed-to correct Ohi1da.
rotations ?r ask c0.Id "1. that right?" when
he,left more, thee: '4 inch between his=bloOks.

OTHER: ecit.S

.

,

Rapport

Ise f
rc,le or ) _Adequate Good
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Figure Cl -
Flow Char or Step .11 Does the Spring 1976 Internal C

Coefficidnt Indfcate Adequate Reliabilit ?
stency

1A.

Are.any
measures
remaining_ to
be` analyzed?

NO'

1B.

Table
measures for
aggregate.

YES

Go'to
Step 2

1C.

Make table of
response rate
by item. Us
for Box -1_E &

Box 1F.--

= Table for `this operati611'

Operations

= Action decisions

= Go to

= YES/NO flows

= Mandatory flows

11:)

Are any items
remaining to
be analyzed,
for this
measure?

NO

Measure
reliable
site.

YES

1E.
Does item
have response
rate less
than 90% in
all cate-
ories?-__

-0

- 11.
Eliminate from

measure those item
whp-se correlation wi

total test is les
than .50

1F.

Eliminate item
rom further reli-
ability analyses,
retain for other

analysis.

1J.

Is original
or recomputed
Cronbach
alpha greater
than .65?

NO

1K.

Eliminate or
-revise measure.

YES

Co to
Step 1A.



Figure C-2

Flow Chart'for Step 2: Is the Internal'Consistenq

Coefficient Constant from Fall to Sging?

YES

2Ci

Was fall

Cronbach

alpha .65?

YES

NO

2B.

Explain lack

of consistency.

2D,

Was measure

unreliable _

at both time

points?

NO

2F.

Measure

considered

internally

consistent.

2G.

Is there any

reason to YES

expect better

internal con-

sistency in

Fall 1976?

YES

21..

Are any

measures

remaining?

YES NO

Create plan for

revising instrument.

Go to

Step 2G,

2E.'

Eliminate measure

from battery.

21:1,

Eliminate measure

from battery.

Go to

Step 21.

13_

Go to

Step 21,

Go to

Step 21.



Figur C-3

Flow Chart for Step 3 Doe 'the Test-Retest

Coefficient indicte Adequate Reliability?

3A.

Are any

measures

left to

analyze?

YES

3B.

Is measure

internally

consistent?

(Cronbach

alpha ).65)

3D.

Is falls

sprite

product-

moment

corretion

5.50?

NO

Measure ,stable

for 4dividuals,

3C.

Eliminate measure,

from further analyses.

3F.

Is intra-class

correlation

coefficient on

falf,-spring scores

adustedifox fall

spring ages

mater `than

product-moment

rrelation?

E.

/ Table value for

measure. Explain

lack of stability

individuals

OR

3F.

Is rank cox.-

,refAtion of9,

fall-spring

scores .80?

YES

3H.

Measure

stable for

group,

YES

_ .

Table'values, for

measure.lExplai

lack of stability for

roup. Eliminate measure

from considation

change measure



4A.

Determine

desirable r

value ranges

for all pair

of measures,

Figure C-

Flout Chart for Step

LAF
Ise

4B.

Are any

measures

left to,

analyze.

4

Tabulate

measures'for

aggregate.

the Measures Valid?

4C.

Do r values

fall within

desired

ranges for

that measure

YES

4D.

Measure is

valid for

aggregate,

Compute

totarscore.

4E.

Repeat pro-

edUres com-

paring spring

r Values

to fall r

values,

4H.

IS there a

reason for

lack of

validity?

4J.

atilt measure

from further analyse

and reconsider

retention in

batte_

4F.

Discuss fall-

spring,va4dAy

comparisons in

text.



Finished

with Step 5,

Go to

Step 6,

YES

Figtire C-5

Flow Chart for Step 5: Are the Measures

Sensitive to Fall-Spring Change?

56,

Compute paired

t tests of fall

and spring

means:' Is A

there a direc-

tional signif-

'icant (p>.05)

difference

favoring spring

scores?

NO

5

Examine distributions,

of fall and springscotes.

Explain lack of positive

change, Possibly eliminat

measure an a change measur

or go to Step 5.

5D.

:YES ih, Measure sensi-

---7 ti( to gross

changes over

time.

YES

5E.

Compute multiple

linear regression

equation predicting

fall score from age,

siblings, program,

ethnicity; sex, site,

and preschool.

,Perform same analysis

for springscores

with spring ages.
,

Is. R from spring

within standard

error band for R t

from fall?'

Terminate analysis.

5F.,

Compute

expected' spring

scores from

regression

weights for

tall using

spring age.

56.

Compare means of

expected Scores with'

observed scores,

Create variable which

'determines direftion,

of difference between

indiViduals observed

and expected scores)

zs observed mean >

expected mean,andA

more' individuals have

>' status?

+YES

5E.

Measure is

sensitive to

time-related

change.

+N

Explain discrepatc

onsider value

measure,



Factor analyze

items contained

in the.F00

Child Rating

Scale an

Pupil 0 serva-

tion Checklist.

6B,

Cr4tidn of

";ocial

competence""

criteria:

Compute factor

scores for r,

each ohild'on

the basis of

rfactors emerg-

ing from 6A,

Figure C-6

Flew Chart.for Step 6: Are the Measures
,

Related to Social Competence?

6C,

Factor analyze

all other reli-

able measures

in the battery

along with

criteria pro-

dUced r% 6H, _

6D,

Do the 'social

competence"

criteria load

prominently on

the gentral

factors found

blithe

battery?

YES 6E,

r ss child

test score on

the "social

competence.

criteria and

tablulate

variance

"counted for

by criteria

elements sep-

arately and

collectivel

6F,

Are any

measures

remaining to

be analyzed?

NO 6G,

Is there

convincing

evidence of the

relationship of

child test

score to social

competence?

YES

6H,

The trait

measured can

be assumed to

be relevant

to social

competence at

this stage of

child devel-

opment.

NO

61,

definite

conclusion pos-

sible regarding

relatid6hip to

social Compe-

tence, Reserve

judgment until

future analyses

can be done'

6

Are any

measures

remainingfio be

considered?



R span

APPENDIX D

Distri butions for Child Measures

Spring 1976 Data

A. English- language measures, Head Start
*level (Tables D-1 through D-13)

Spanish - language measures, Head Start
level (Tables D-14 through d-25)

C. English- language measures, kindergarten
through Grade Three (Tables D-26
througk'D-70)
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ra a.A.IAL SYNTAX S N ( S E )

52GNSL 2«;

(n=430)

IT1 I mI ENGLISH-DOMINANT CHILDREN

N.. 330

.1 () I (4-

rs.r. 1.):\!!;

'

I

RRECt PERCENT.
NU R S 1:` Nni

2

:1.

I.9



BEE D-2

BILINGUAL AL SYNTAX MFA'SURE-ENGLISH EiSM-E

ITEH
NUMBER

ITM-RTBUTfON FOR:

-PEI

10

SPANISH-DOMINANT CHILDREN

ENT OF CORRECT PERCENT
RESPONSE RESPONSE

(n-- 10)

10

I

15 l'n:f!

0

0

1

f0,0

0,0

0.0

10.0

I0.0

10.0

1 0

0*

`50.0

:L 0 0

10.0

10.0

0.0

0

0.0

0.0



-.11)1:411.:i: D-3

! .0N '4.1.111(11. LI1 INC) I_ 1 11 .k..) 1.:,1V- 11

..-:11.<11'. Li 11.11 1-:-'1:31,1

T1 't1r11.1

(n--462)

(n=462)

( -=462)

(ri--462)

I '4
N)

ENGLISH - DOMINANT CHILDREN

.RERREdf OF
ONE. NO 4

POINT ^POIN>S RESPONSE

85.2

135

.1.

21,9

0,0

0.0

0 0

0 , 0



PE8PON

PIFN.C;11

MM1R:AL

EUMF:TToN

'6-MTHEr
FOr FMK: 40N

60D4rioN*AL
[1.41..s.TWMf.s,TTON

COLOR

SWIrr

1.. MA: r: ON

NwIT:TLk

01HLR
C;11M2.ACTAPrIW

TABLET D-4

< . iY AND rFt L ( Et4OLISH_OR SP ISH VERSION)

1:VE
LM1r,:r--,C,LLP[H!1-1-:-)

ION FOR:;- ENGLISH DOMINANT- CHILDREN

N -4 447'

.ERCENTOIVINC- PERCENT
-CORRECT RESPONSE NO RESPONSE .

B3.9

38,3

4

49.4

11. 9

0.44

0.7

12.3

i1.4

0.

12.1

17.9

0,,



.VER

f)N

T E D 5

Al I LIENCY ENGLI OR SPANISH VERSION)

D I.ELiTJClN FOR

4 9

1.1 T I- A T

:I: I . F.

I. 1.!

N C)

ME

ENGLISH-DOMINANT CHILDREN

P E
Sa- A NP A RD

DEVIATION

JE

PERCENT
NO RESP 0 N S

1 6 6

.6

1 1

C) 1



EPpAL MEMOR (MSC6 40LISH OR SK N 'SR VERSE N)

USTRIBUtION FOR: ENGLISH-DOMINANT CHILDREN

ER OF ARES REPEATED' 'CORRECT
1 tJ SEUVENCE

.-. 001. A:txr 25
COI

1,1 1ROoN1, -k,11: oOSE-UN FP 2()

jl
11 I': 1;:

*TO t l l I lc

IFTF 11:110-Fmoir,-
11,1i1

MC CARTHY SCORE2
' .7

64 20
20

33 WY-o

3
4

89 %
9A Z
52 Z

NO
RE SE

6 %
'4 'A.

::

RED i !--)13 S OF THE ST 1.4.6'

8

1-Er;.ri

OSFP, rOF .WOMO

ONE POINT

70,9%
58.2

TWO POINTS

7.7%
5( }.3

NO RESPONSE

A9.4%
19,4

I L.. I' H 1,:1-;. 11 3 19-.4

i)f) 1-0 57 19.4
1-..t) 60.3 19.4

I. Ii.

()V: 11,o 61
15.0 19.A

14111:.-; [yr.- ft. !11:" II i 28,9
1-1614''.` 5.2

I I I-11 i I. T'79.4

138



ARM COO RD I NA T I ON. ISH OR SPANISH:VERUON )

1:E8P1 D ItiJ BUY ON- FOR ENGLISH-DOMINANT: FIII,bREN.1:-

-NJ

a.

F'ERCE.N' R P 0 N

1

1 9

32,17

PERCENT NO
RESPONSE

1!.11 A DAG CI - 0

6-56
14 66
27
50.98

)1"--i l'FPFFPRE."1.1 HA 0.22

s.)

P--111.1 !-- ERRE:10 HAND

(-; A MI::

I' I, 1-

. 45-44)

4.38
11,82
82 .

1,31
2.8-1



LE D-87'

DR CHI1.41 (ENbLISH GR 4PANISH VERSJON)

t=; r: rz:-TFaEitil it N I:OR ENGLISH-DdMINANT CHILDREN

PERCENT OF CHILDAEN
hAVINb DOU PART

PRESENT IN DRAWING:.

93.9

47.4

91.0

9

74.1

53.9

140

0.4



\

TABU:. D-9

CooRDINAIION(EVOEISW-OR SpANISH VERSION)

ICI 3PO.NSL i 1 --: T RTE T1.0M FOR: ENGLISH-DOMINANT-qMDREN

1 i(11.1Nr . 'II !!i' \1.1

oR MoRE 311 F. P-
1.11XS(1

AI h. ON TIPTOE
OR :.R.F.STERSC';

2 1 cs T EpS(1 PT)
nT-3

H T I

')NIITOU ON oNF F
Lo SEC OR NORRC2 S) 43

Fc(I PT)
sLc(0 RTS

44c

RERUN RESPO E PERCEN1 NO RESR IN I

4.0

1.3
0.9
97.1 .

ON OTHER ROOT
I. -jE(' OP MOR[77(2,P1S) 4
r. '3E8(1 PT) 45.3

8Ec):0 PIS) 10 8

60.4
9.9

A

0 ,

1,8

2 0



TABLE D-10,

PUPIL ERVAT 11N CHECKLI7ST ( POCL 7FOR DC)

SPO 51E TRIDOT ION -FOR ''ENGLISH-DOMINANT CHILDREN

rl FN

PEI TNT OF CHILDREN
IN RATINGS.'CATEGORIES

4- 3

11 5 5 ;3 12.3 4.1
N

17.3

0 4 04 9 B

1 6 . 2 6 . 1 1 .

.9 13.'i 7 4 4 4.5 a'

,

. PERCENT
NOT

-,. RATED

.4.

1,

Pn.A ! ! J. 5 -6 0.6 ' .4 :L.9

1, 11 10 riT :1:11N1-1 0 0 1 1 1 32.3} 6 5.4

0,7 7

9.3 1 ,r) , 7 39 1

301:: t .1.246 4 0 3 I. 4

HANDICAP AFFECTED 0 , 4 .4

PERFORMANCE

1d7

0 6

2.0

9t 1

8 . 9

1 3 #

9 96.1



TABLE-0711-

I'D C CHILD RAiT ING SC tL E (ENGLISH:, NLY RATED BY TEACHER)
RESPOM3E DISTRIBUTION no. : ENGLISH-DOAINANT CHTTJDREN
:-1%0TAL,NOMBER OF RTINGS; 210

TP.OF TTME TEACHER HAD KNOWN.CHILD:
LESS THAN t4 C)
ONE MONTHS
SIX-TWELVE MONTHS
9QRE THAN 12 MONTM.)-

HOIJ WELL lEACHE F KNUS DHILD.
AO, WELL-
AVERAGE
BETTER THAN AVERAGE'

!ACIA1 COMMETENCE

PERCENT RESPONDIN

27.8

MORE THAN LESS T --N

FR 'Jur NILY AVERAGE 1-VEr,iAGE -AVERAGE

B

to, c

11: 1,5
12, 1,9
13 . 1.1
14 , 1

1.5. 1.. 9
,

l'..

19

HI' 1

NO
RARELY RESP

6.3

4.8

7.0
5.2

4S ,

3

12

16.7
1

14.3

4.4

5.
3;7
4.4

2.2
4.1

4.4

0.4
3.3
1.I
1.9
3.0
0./
0.0
1.1

' 0.4
1.1

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

5.2 13.3 /.0. 2.6
6.3 13.Y .. 4.1

6 4 3 12.2 7.4 2.6 0.0
2.4 1 ;.6 2.6 0.Q :O.
5.9 18.1 1.5 0.0 0.0
0.9 13.7 O.? 0.0

16.3 2.2 0.4 0.0
17.0 2.2 0.4 C)

5 15.9 3.0 0.7
19=6 1.1 0.4

.... 20.4 4.1 0.4
0.4

7.4 15,,6 1.5 0.4
,

1.-=L, 1+ 0./

0.0

1.9 I. .1.

0.0
in., 0.0

0,0
11,. 0.0

i. 0.0 0.0 0.0
10 1.1' 0,0

4.1 0
I. 2.1.5 4.0

4.1 0.0

.0 0,0



TALE D:12

FACES

REAPONSE DISTRIBUTION FOR: ENGLISH -_ IN ANT CHILDREN'

-4,
Varialples are defined as-follpws:

801. Feerings about Tating-can,
82.'Feelings-about falling'down

8801. Feelings about school this year
8802. Feelings about school next year
8803.- Feelings about teacher
8804.. Tdachers feelings about' child

VARIABLE N miNinum MAX- UM MEAN STBDEV

801 cANDY _.1/1' 1.0000 5.0000 3.7941 1.2336,

8.02. FALL 14,34 1. 0:006 5.0010 '2'.3779 1.2139
41,

01.FSCHNOW 155' 1.0000 5.000 3.4903 .1.1360
.02.FSCHNXY 155 1.0000 5.0000 3.0774 1.1927

8.803.FCH.TO.T 155 1.0000 5.'0000 3.5102 .9,7485.

804.FT.TO.CH 155 1.0000 5.'0000 3.4441 1.6837

144



TABLE D71

PRESCHOOL -NTERPERSONAL-pROBLM SOLVI4G TEST

RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION FOR ENGLISH - DOMINANT CHILDREN

VARIABLE N MIN:MUM MAXIMUM ,MEAN:

SOLUTN8 439 -0. -.11.0000 2.8018
%REI.GL.1 439 0. 1.0000 20046

REL.GOAL 8 1.0000 7.0000 1.6818

SUB!GL-' ;bon .18907

'111B. GOAL
e 83 1.0000

IRRFL% L39, 0. 1.0000 .50793
)

rPPFLL 223 1.0000 12.000 2:6188

439 0. 1.0000 .73804

324 1.0000 11.000 3.1667

439 0. 6.0000 2.0615

439 0. 1.0000

439 0. 1.0000

439 . 1.0000

439 0. 1.0.000

439 0. 1.0000

8.0000 1.6627

DKRNR%

DKRNR

WP ISOL

PLEASE%

LOAN%

FAIR%

TRADES

AUTHINTA

fRICK%

FINAGLER

MANAFF%'

MAD %

WAIT%

FUTURE'A

PHYSOL

2ORCE%

PHYSA

DAM1(4E

COMMANDX

439

439

4_19

439 0.

39

439 0.

439 0.

139 0.

439 0.

439

39 0.

439 0.

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

4.000-0

1.0000

1.0000

1.0001

1.0000 70(1

.59226 -1

.28246

.13667 .3 90

%.26196 .44020

.29613 .16971

. 11390 1 .10623

.75171 .26397

. 18223 -1 .13391

. 18679 .39019

. 10706 .30954

.74032 .66589

.41002 .49240

.21185 .40906

. 11390 -1 .10623

STD DIV

1.8093-

.40080-

.1.1798

.39201

1.3185

.50051

1.9273

.44020

1.9218

1.4566

,49932

.49539

.23632

.45071

954



TABLE

BiLING(14. SYNTAX MEASURES 1NI H

B12Tk BUT ION FOR :

N

SPANISHDOMINANT CHILDREN

! r If1 FNT OF CORRECT PERCENT
(`C RESPONSE NO RESPONSE

F;.

4.3

7.1

.7
4

1.4

1.4

0.0

1.2 1

146



TABLE D-15

L IN t NT Ax MEASURESPANISH CBSMS:

SE 17,1 [k y

I Doh
:m1-417:1--,:

pr.) OE EORREET

147

ENGLISH DOMINANT CHIL

LI) E

NO * ESPONGE

0,0

0

'-) 1;.;

215 0

12

12,5

12,G



1)1 D-16

NC EP1 UAL. .GRourING ENSLI H VERSI01-

T115., , I I EIP.1 0 R

PEI

SPANISH DOMINANT CHILDREN

70

OF CHILDREN. SCORING:
TWO ONE NO

O V-1 TS 0): NT POINTS RESPONSE

17

67::1.

91 0

# 6

41

3 # 7

2 g''

14E

= 0 4.

i15 7

#

0.0

0 0 0

0 0 0



TABU 07-17

-F t AND TFi'l ( F°I (_ I,_ [c H OR 8F VERrJON')

PP3P0 RID F or : SPANISHDOMINANT CHILDREN

r4==

PEKIFNT OT V): N
CORRfi.CT 'RESPONSE

PE IL

F UNC1

i;ot 1 urk ODA C
rutIc ON

yy

r I ri t- WA

f T N

to')

I I, AL

14.1

r1"1-it-

I-I

l if 1 I.

iI

8 5

1. 7

4 7

FEE FCl NT

NO RE -rTONSE

=

. 8

50 .

2 0 9

2. 9

9

5

9

I
ij

,1 4



I Szl

TABLE D=18

N _1 OR

Oil ..:11-1! `PM
i -FORT '.SPANITSH- DOMINANT CHILDREN

EXAMPLES
STANgARD

a2AN QEVIATI

. ()

PERCENT
RESP



EAALE -D -19

1-.11 LA )01--kiLli 1:11 N SI-I VLF;

1:

SPANIpH-DO,MINANT CHILDREN

PERCEN« RESPONSE PERCENT NO
RESPONSE

2 (;)9

0,0
.0,00

.4.,`

5

40 30
32.31
11.94
0,0

0.0

12.91

,111,j1; Pe /gw (') . 0

S
13,42

&4
17' 1::1' HAND

912

0

y4§



,,TABLE D20.

ORAQ CI-1u D (ENGLISH OR SPANISH VERSION)

WHPONSC DISTRUM TON FOR: SPANISH-DOMINANT CHILDREN

GDOY 1-'1""i."1

N

PERCENT OF CHILDREN
HAVING BODY PART
PRESENT IN DRAWING

HI YB

HIll1L11

,:;

W

152

92

70,1



D-21

LER LA POINATION(ENGLISH orz- SPANISH YE . .1.0N

Ni:: f1-1::.:; tits FOR SPANISHDOMINANT CHILDREN

J§ 9ACkQARP
01. MORE Si IA

i .1

I r

MORE I:"

kitr (1 P )

N

PERCENT RESPONSE PERCENT NO RESPONSE

. I RA I 111-- LINE

ON
( 55,2

64,2
»10:4

10.4

153

13.4



6

1 (-1DI 1. D-22

'UP |! ! 1-;;V('-stI 1 ON C1-)1t3a...1 S FORM DC/

[1 ; s .1. DUI ilk SPANISHDOMINANT CHILDREN

sss

PERCENT OF CHILDREN PERCENT
sIN RATINGS CATEGORIES NOT

6 5 4 3 2 1 RATED

14.3 24.3 44,3 7^1 5 , 7 0 0 2^9

M.: 1 i'r!! .[' 7^1 18.6 32^9 18^6 14 , 3 1^4 2^9

N') " 2 1 4 45 , 7 8 6 (...) 4.3 0^O 2 * 9

i")1. 11,) .1.1.;! s, 9 .O 21.4 3.0 () 15.7 :15 1. 4 2

1 Ls N 4 2 rt 7 41^4 5 , 7 1O.O 0 0 4

I .1 18.6 ,4 7 11 7.11. 5.7 0 # 0 2,9

9 :1 20 ,O 17^1 44^3 1*4 2.9

!)[1.[:-.1. To ^4 15.7 2O .O 35^7 S - 13.7 O^O 2^9

sis 1 ! +- 11' 14.3 5040 2^9 :I. 4 , 3 1^4 2
.1[st

1.1; 1)1,

i:sswk Fs- Ili-Jr 1!i!..; 4

18

1 1O ~O

38

38.6

(f) 1 4 3

11^4 8.6

Is 4

1^4

, c,1

12,9

(-)1:' AFFECTED 0 0 ,s 0 0 0 0^O 0 0 !. 0^O 11.

6

154

6



TABLE p_23

FACES

RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION FOR: SPANISH-DOMINANT CHILDREN

Variables are defined as follows:

801. Feelings about. eating can y
802 Feel_ _ _Feelings abou falling don
8801. Feelings about school- this year
8802. Feelings about school next year
8803. Feelings about teacher
8804. Teachers feelings about child

VARIABLE RINIMUM -MAXIMUM

801. CANDY 73 1.0000 5.0000

802. FALL 74 1.0000 5.0000

9801.F5CHNOW 2.0000 - 3.0000

8802-FSCHNXY 26 1.0000 5.0000

8803.FCH.TO.T 75 1.5000 5.0000

8804 RT9.TO.CH 26 2.0000 5.0000

155

MEAN STp D8V

3.4247 1.3115

2.3378 1.2194

3.9231 1.055

3.2308 1.3359-

3.4200 1.0567

3.5865 .91302



TABLE D-24-

PRESCHOOL INTERPERSONAL -PROBLEM SOLVING TEST

RESPONSE

VARIABLE

DISTRIBUTION FOR:

4N MIN=MUM

SPANISH-DOMINANT CHILD_

hAXIMUN REAL- STD,DEV

SOLUTNS 75 O. -6.0000 2.3200 1.6778

41EL.GL. 75 0. 1.0000 .16000 436907

R7? .GOAL 12 140000 3.0000 1.6667. .77850

-GL.$ 75 -0. '1-0000 .20000 .40269

SUU.GOAL 15 1.0000 3.0000 1.2667 .59362

:E1 EL70 75 O. 1.0000 .49333 .50332,

IRREL 37 1.0000 9.0000 2.1892 1.4689

0K1NR% 75 O. 1.0000 .80000 .40269

Trci NE- 60 1 ,_ 00 7.0000 3.1667 1.7190

NPHYSOL 75 O. 5.0000 1.6933 1.3353

ASK7 7 0. 1.0000 .30667 .4-6421

PLEASE% 75 O. 1.0000
0

.53333 .22621

LOAN% 75 0. 1.0000 .40000 .49320

FAIR% -75 O. 1.0000 .20000 - .40269
TRADE% 75 O. .1.0000

(,)
.18667, .39227

AUTHINT% 75 0. 1.0000 .32000 .46962

TRIcKK 75 0. 0. : "0.

FINA'nEi0 75 0. 1.0000 .133 -1 .11547

1ANAFFY4 75 0. 1.0000 .53333 -1 .22621

1A0-% 75 0. 1.0000 .13333 .11547

WAIT 75 0. 1.0000 .10667 .31077

FrITURE% 75 O. 1.0000 .40000 .19728
-..

PHI' i0L 75 0. 3.0000 .62667 .86639

FORCE% 75 O. 1.0000 .34667 .47911

PifY4 75 O. 1.0000 .16000 .36907

011".IAGE 75 1.0009 .266e7 .16219

.cOMMAND% 7b 1.0000 .93333 -1

156



4

TABLE D-5

BILINGUAL SYNTAX MEASUREENGLISH' (BSME)

kFSPONSE'DISTRIBUTTON-FOR: '11-1 IF:t1 GRADE

I FIJI

NUMBER

N= 3O

PTkCE-sil OF CORRECT PERCENT
RI.'-::SF'ONS NO RESPONSE

100

8;)

0

0 #

( ) e,'; -6: 7 0 . 0

r 3 0 ) 53.3 0 # 0

8 1.1:';' 3 0 ) 73.3 0 0

( 3 0 ) 86^7 0 # 0

;

'9t.;

(n= 3 0 ";1 16^7 0 # 0

10 (n.' 30> 0.0

3() 86.7 0 # 0

9 0 # 0 0 # 0

17 v..; 0 3^3

I '; ( :3 9 ) 0 # 0

-3 0 ) 1 0 0 0 # 0

,-.N) -(n!- 30) 0 # 0

0 #

YO,O



4ki dG>6Ek

TABLE D-26

:UAL GROUPING (ENGLISH VERSION)

u-Ifim 1HH 2UR; KINDERGARTEN

PERCENT OF CHILDREN SCORING:
TWO ONE NO NO

POINTS POINT POINTS RESPONSE

0 0

)

I )

.100.0

96

53,8

158

0.0

65.4

Si

34,6

0;0

0.0

0.0



I

TABLE D-27

CONCEPWAL ORilOPING (ENGLISH VERSION)

IAL,TRIBUTiON FOR

N

FIRST HRAILE.

PERCENT OF .CHILDREN SCORING:

7)

i

PUlNTS

O., 0

0,0

0

74^|

O.

14,8

ONE
POINT

10O.0

100 . 0

:L 00.0

,'!)07

704

63.0

:8502

740:1.

59^3

NO

POINTS

()00

O,-0

1E0

0

1400

25^9

NO

RESPONSE

0.0

0 0

000

00(

00%

000

(I) 00

0

159



TABLE D 28
1,*

r:: L Li- tVd.. GROUPING (EN8LISH VERSION)

-!:-.i:ft)tqcd, Ty! row For: SECOND GRADE:

N

WO
PERCENT OF

ONE
POINT

CHILDREN SCORING:
NO NO

, POINTS RESPONSE

0 ,o :100 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0

0 , 0 1. 00 . 0 0 . 0 . 0

0 i O^ O' 0 . 0

A00,0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0

0 . 0 14.8 0 . 0

I
0 O :I. -4 . 8 0 . 0

' F. o. 0 . 0

I
0,0 85^2 1 -4 . 8 .

/ 4 . 18^ 0 . 0



OONCEP TO 1,11, GROUPIE

TABLE D-29

-.1, it.T-T(:)N FUR

N

(E:r 1IS1-1 VERSIC

THIRD ORAgE GEORGIA

PERCENT OF CHILDREN SCORING:
IWO ONE-e NO NO

POINTS: POINT POINTS RESPONSE

e 100 e

0,0 100:0 0e0

LOO

0 0 87eior5

161



TAt I I::: D=30

1WI1 L,r UPENG (ENOEJ H Low

I im i of fl T Win ORADE'

N 30

RYL D

PERCENT OF CHILDREN SCORING:
10.1 ONE NO NO

0 -.11. F. 0 INT POINTb REPO

1.isC 0

100,0

1().0

Y0,0 10.0

162

0

0,0

0.0



-TABLE

SAY AND TELL (ENOLISH SP,F P- r VERSI 1N)

RESPONSE DI 1.RFDLTION EhR+ THIRD GRADE MARYLAND

N= 30

PERCENT GiVING PERCE
CORRECT RESPONSL NO RESPONSE

rENCIL

COLOR

FUN '1

ANOTHER 0 ti
ruiTclEorq

ADOIJIONAL
INEOPNATIIN

:I L.

SAOEL

. CLASS

1:::.:1LoFk!

SHAPE

h,. 1:::P I .1

-1

FR

. .

:I 00 . 0

)

7

13,3

163

0

0,0



nNrmAL,

'WO;

TABLE- p_3_

L FLUENCY (FNGLISML O SPANUM,VERF4ON

KINDEROARTENRESPQNSF'D TRIBU -TON FOR:

--'EXA LES
STANDARD

"-DEVIATION
Tr

2.3

-.1 4

1

-D7 3 3

VFRUM. riuENc) (FNed-IFSH- OR, -rliNIpH VERsloNY

RESPONSE DT'=:;TRIBOTION FOR:.-- FIRST ORADE

PERCEN-
-V-RESP

0.0

SIANDARD
DEVITION

PERCFN
-NO RFSPC's



VEI tAl. r:mc

TARLE D-34

(EN(sLISH OF VERSION)

RE1POr3F RIDUTION FOR: . SECOND GRADE

T . ANIMAL

II TO NC,, T[) 'EA

NAMi

TY. TOY`

IF EX 'LES
STAI4DARD PERCENT

MEAN DEVIATION NO RE N

6 . 4

3 .8

V

TIYEOF D-35

VER 11H FL INCY. (ENOLISH OR SPANI-H VERB'

RF PONSF 9 1 1 :01 i:BUTTON 'FOR: THIRD GRAD[_

4

F AN:11

[ I H [

I F T OriMI

MEAN

OE PLES
STAN.VIRD

IAT TON

165

0

0.0

0.0

GEORGIA

PERCENT
, NI) F

.

2.0 0.0



TABLE D -36

VERBAL FLUENCY (ENULISH jR SPANISH VERSION)

RESPONSE EITSTRIBUTION FOR:- THIRD GRADE MARYLAND

SNIMALS

1.1 THINGS ®O EAT

111. NAM17

TO TS

MEAN

4 .1

3C-1

NO; OF WITLES
STANDARD
DEVIATION

166

3

4

PERCENT
NO RESPONSE,.

0.0

J).0

0:0

41_



-TABLE. / p -37

VERBAL hFMORY- (M (A) (ENOLISH Cl) SPANISW.VERSION)

RE PONSE 1'I81 RITAJTION FOR: KINDERGARTEN

N 24

IITEM

NUMBER OF WORDS REPEATED CORRECT
4 3 . 2 SEQUENCE

1 TOY-CHAIR-LIGHT
.2.01;))...E-DARKCOAT

,.3.AFTFR7COLORFUNNY'

4.,1ROUNI7L-DECAUSE UNDER
NI VFR

83
79

.42

0 8
()

0

0

us

%

%

7..JIATP

D

-TODAY
, R0uNr _,BECAUSE-ONOER 45

EARTHY SUR'
2

53
7 5 21
7 9 ()

29

Np
RESPOp

17 4 0 4 7::

CREDIT FOR PARTS OF THE STORY
ONE POINT TWO POINTS NO RESPONSESPONSE

1 7

4.ZZ.

4.
4. 2

4



VERPI'll 'EMORY

RPMONc:.F.

2,DOLL-WIRCOAT
, .0R -FUNNY
-TO AY

. AR 1iu0 BECAUSE-UNDER
-0F.YFP

TABLE D-38

,1 (-EN(3LISH OR SPANISFI VERSION)

FIRST GRADE:R I Iz1,J1 TON FOR :

1: T 0 y H

Y.!0!. ".
tic.!;'1., AT,OAT

(11 17!11:-1.11..10rrY.

.APOt10111 't171.1;ALIH:

! . II 11""

.1 I

1 1:_1111 l'.;'.:111 [1" ! 11

11 1..1)1._ I. [1it-. 1 .1, 111

C)d.

0
-0

2.2

LER -1.7 orals REFIATED
2 1

0

8 5 11
19 0

MC . CAR THY SC TFRE

FTC 1:1

4

7

0
4
0

C.

-CORRECT
SEQUENCE

100 Z
. 96 :%

S9 %

NO
RES P

I:I1 `T !-OR PARTS .0E- THE STORY-
ONO PAINT- TWO, POINTS NO RESPONSE

11ID !;;11 1...1();,1,-,N 1 .)

LJ 1. r4.1 I 1.1 1_ 1.1 4 1

. 29
r1)111:1.11

1"" 1 11 III' 1

1,,,j(11-1,'1?: 1,1,)

,1_,I111.1'..:1 '1:11 I

16



VERBAL 11!

TABLE- D-39

(ENCWISH IR SRANiSH ER ION)

RuwoNs.E [1=4fuU1I'N FOR: SEC CI GRADE

TW-CNNTR-LipHT
VOLL-DARK-COAT
AFTER-COLOR-FUNrY
--JODOY

4.APOUND-1fl r UN ER
ANEVER

111 II,I -DorMcCilAT
A,AETEFCCOL4 FUNNY

4 AH1LiJ1-81
NrYER

11.] ri;RI

1-T.Rm II I: I WON1:::a--

TFRM m LL1-1L1,c,;

two
womAN

WAND I. EN LEfTEW.--;

D u-0 ricvET.1 uPIET-:Trk
L:),Nori(p NArrY
Ii.NOW)D JMNNLLD .DOD

NUMBER OE WC--e. REPEATED CORRECT
SEOUENCE4 1 .

.100 -0 100
0 96 4 0 100 7X

96 4 0 0 0 A- X.

7 0 Si %

CARTHY SCORE

70

1--

96
30

19

NO-
2 7. 0 RESPONSE'

0

4

0

0
X

0

-0 X

0 X

CREDIT FO F PAR1SOF THE STORY
ONE POINT TWO POINTS NO RESPONSE

14.

3,7
74.1
29.6
14.8
2,0
.6

18.5



1-)ERF3t-11.

TABLE D-40.

EMORY (MSCA) (ENGLISH OR SPANISH VERSON)

RE PONCE- DISTPIBUTION FOR

! T F

0 -4W R T nvn-

-11:-)PR- COAT

C1T R NNY
Y

MOUNT) UNPFR
VET:

,yoicnArR-LTGHT
, 0 0 1. 1 . . . I ) R COAT

3.AFJER -COEUR -rH
,iouny

N F E

N

-1.11-.1PET

THIRD GRADE GEORGIA

24

[ J F WORDS REP A
4 3

O :1.00
O :1.00

100 0

79 13 4.

CORRECT
SCC UENCE

O 1 0 Z
O 100 %
0 96- %

O 79

0

NO
RESP NSE

RED' T R RARTS OW THE STORY
.r! I

-L

ONE POINT TWO POINTS

0.4-07

E 1.00. 0

F1:;' I L. IOU .(

`1A.1(11 ':;,f

466.. 33
IJ N I.I; 1_,1 I ETIL 4 , 2

54.2 45 . B

B01.:!. EAREFUF 70.B
. 0 t.), 1:"!: Ur' 83 :F6.

1.40M 1.0 37 .

AdOm i1 1-1-1[11',11',1Th

a.

0 .

170

0
0 %
0 %

NO RESPONSE

0 0

0
0 .

.0
0.0



I '1..M

VERBAL MFM)RY (

TADL- U= 41

(ENGLISH OR SPAN i H VERSION )

THIRD GRADE .MARYLAND..INSE DISTRUAE1 FOR;

JA OLT DA RH 4..WIT

;AETER-GOLOR-FUNNY
-TODAY

APOUND-DECAUSE UN 1ER
NEVER

[11...1:0H-i.

0111...1. T

(11::f ' 1..1t41

AROUNO:ECI- 51 tJ!TIT :Ix

97

O

9(

O

O
8c

0'

NUMER or WORDS i;;ZEPEA
2 1

1.0

MC RTHY SCORE

0

0

L RRECT
AJENCE

'100 %
100
137 %

93 %

NO
0 RESF N E

0

0

0
0
0 'X

0 %

CREDIT 1 JR PARn OF THE STORY
ONE POINT TWO POINTS NO RESPONSE.

1--1: H POR i--!.01.. 10 0.0% '0.0%
RN I1 EnrnP wc.-J.,:ii,J .0.0
1,q-1 !To t,111::' 1..r. --: -T1:::::,: 100.0 0 o O 0.0
r: I

i :M--JJ1 Fzi H-rIPL 10,0 604.0 0.0
III

i.

00ili,--,0 :J6.7 43.3' 0.0
O '..N-Tle rw, LFTT1 -3 16.) 0

'fill-: II kr-r! LF, '20.0 i0.0 0,.0

il ',..,:0::i: 1Irtil I i 6.. )3,3 0,0
1 HI 0HAH-::E.1-1 t 36./ 0.0



D742

,71 r (ENGLISH

uricit Epic:

PAN1 VERSION )

KINDERGARTEN

PERCENT RE:SRI-. )

0.
3'. 85
7 69

92
23 .02

() ii

.'ERCENT NO-
RESPONSE

0.0

23
30. 7,7

!-= I 1:-.1;:R I -I I-V") i I 11 04'0

IL .
, 26'. 92

0 .0
3 85
3 8

f(1 3

0, 0

1
172

.0
11.54
23, 013,

23.08



ARM ORDINATI

ALII. D-43

(ENGLISH OR SPANISH -VERS.' N)

.SIRIBUTION EG?: ,'FIRST .GRADE ,

4 z 27,

I: it:16

PPF! F.ypro HAHg

;7' )

1;0: 2REFFRRCl HAHa

17

I

PERCENT RESPONSE PERCENT 'NO
RESPONSE

22.22
70

7,41

04
18.52
3,70

18 "
51.85

7.41

14.81
25.9

40.14



1'1)1 :1'11 I NEI

!HI

FM I
T" LE -) 44

FDINATYON (ENGLIT3H OR SP NISH VERSION

ifSTRIBUTION FOO

pcv !6H 1: IANii

' )

nUGH: 1 Pr.:EF-ERPF-0 HAM!

(lc

N

C:174

SECOND C3FAtE

PERCENT ICE SIP N E PERCENT N
RESPONSE'

0.0
37.04.
11.11
11.11
11.11
18.52
0.0
11.11

48.15
22.22
14.81
14At

25.93
18.52
5.93

29.63

'1' 93
25.93
14.81
33,33

0 .0

is



-TABLE D-45-

ARM COORDINA (DNGLISH OR SPANISH V.R9ION),.

I) f S TI I F, 3 FOR 'TH II Ofi:Al.:IE GEORGIA

1:(;1 IMO

1-4:11-1MT!-.1-eF1.. TIAil

;0 F-1,41LPRI MON()

175

PERCENT RESP NSE PERCENT NO '
RESPONSE

0,0
62

4,17
4,1:7

a3.

o 0

0.0

0.0

0



T A G L E

COPRD1NA-]

D -46

ISH OR- SRA I H VERSI .

THIRD GRADErd,;:Pilo v:1-11 I. !or FOR;:

!!

A4«H GA,
lIaE2 GAG CAt!
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LE D-49
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TAkE. D-50

DRA CHILD (EN(GLISH OR SPANISH VERSION)

PO -f ,aVUTION FOR': THIRV GRADE: GtQRGIA
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TABLE D51.

I DRAW-6 7=HILD (F=NGLISH OR PANiSHvEgaCiN

IRTBIJ 10N FOP1

uCde

THIRg _1..-4ALIE

.NRCJ.',N1- OF CHILDREN
HAVING BODY PART-
PRFSET IN DRAWING
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100.0
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100.0
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100.

i
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TABLE D-54

Tt!p I.L. .WiT:Rcirlf I oN CHECKLIST

PL PONs 1-.1s v ON L GR

CH I

1:111.!

t 1 i +11' 1;111-::

AFFECTED
! Pl-nr-100Lr

'4

0.0

0 1

.0

, I I

'L Y FORM

Kt ARTEN

pERCENT OP CHILDREN
IN RATINGS CATEGORIES-

a 4 3

0

3 8

76.'7 0.0 {).0

6x.4

0.0 ,G4.6

0.0

)

69

BO 8

80 B

0 . :34 . 6

c } r

0 . 0 0 o.o

:`.1 3

r. S

).0

0.

PERCENT
NOT

RATEAl

0.0: 115.4 _

0 . 0 15.(4

0 15 4

0.0 J5 4

0.0 15.4

0 :15.4

15 4

15 4

0.0 15.4

0 . 0 0 . 0. 0 - 15

0 . 0 23

0 100
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ABLE D,55

1 -CHEC '1ST FORM )(_ ")

1:11:1;:3T GRADE.

AFFECT 'D

1:'1:11".1::: NT OF CHILDREN
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TAM E D-56

WAP oPSERVA TON CHECKLIST (POCL-, RAM DC)

PESpON°E t P'.;T R I ItUTI1N F OR SFXOND MAN.

CH T. L U

TA (IP

N

PERCENT OF CHILDREN
IN 'RATINGS CATEGORIES-

4
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0

i l ! 1 1.1 I: t) (,)

t !r` Oft 111. I AFFECTED
E ; 01."11
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rABLF D-57

;-'0p: I.J-3 ERVAITOr CHF KLIST (POCLy FORM DC)

/P :WOW* DISVRJ 3N- FOR': . THIRD GRADE GEORGIA
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v
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TABLE D-58

PDC CHILD RATING SCALE (ENGLISH. ONLY RATED BY TEACHERi
RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION FOR: KINDERGARTEN
TOTAL NUMBER OF RATINGS: 13

LENGTH OF TIME TEACHER HAD KNOWN CHILD: PERCENT RESPONDING
V A THAN MONTH 0-

ONE-S1 mniqPils 30.8k
six-TwEyF MONI1r; 61.5
MORE THAN 1

F MONM; 0.0

H OW WE1...I TEACHER KNOWS CH11 D
N01 WEIL
nuIRAI*

TIER 1HAN NVERA

-FAL COMPETENLL

FREOUEN y

c).0

Vj

0.0
0.0
W0

THAN
AVERAGE AVERAGE
15.4 53.8

0 38.5
15
15.4 .69.2
0,0 ?2.3
O ,0 9

O 0
0.0
O 0

I5 n.

O .0

1T. 1.1AHIFNG WIG L1APN

3 I ,

46-.2
61,5
69.2
8.5

84,6
38.5'-
53.8
04.6
46,2

-61.5
61,5
84.6
61.5

61,5

188

LESS-1H N
AVERAGE
23.1
53.8
15.4
7.7
0.0

15.4

15 4
0.0.

15.4
53.8
7.7

53.8
15.4

.0
15.,4

0.0
0,0
15.4
0.0

7.

1 4

0.0
84.6
7.7

NC) ,

RELY RESPONSE
.0 0 . 0 .

0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0 0

. 0

.0.
.0

() 3 0
0 0
0 0
0 . 0

0 0

0 0

0 . 0

0

0.0
0.0 -=

0.0
0'0



TABLE D- 5 9

'PDC CHILD RATING SCA:LE '(ENGLISH- RATED ONLY BY- TEACHER)
RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION FOR: FIRST GRADE

'TOTAL NUMBER .OF RATINGS : 14

1.ENG ILACHER HAD KNOWN CHILD:
LE82, THAN HoNrH
ONE- :SIX j'iONTH3
ST -TWELVE hONTHS
MORE tHAN 12 (ION TH8

f 1 111 I IL I I NO CHILD
NOT W I_

Vy- R A OK

E:Ff 11 A t' rl Ili t;.-

PER ENT REaRESPONDING
0

.0.

92 +9

0 . 0-

.1 AL COME -1 11 CE:

AVE :RAG

50.0,

1.4

1 I
I I.

1.1i.11; 111)31-11)

LEss HHN
AVERAGE RARE'-1Y
14.3 14 +3

0.0 21.4
14.3 14.3
7.1

14.3
0.0 7.1
1.1 0.0

= -14,S_ .1

7.
14.3 7.1
14-.3 71.4 ) 0

7.1
14.3 . 28.6 0.0
21.4 -.0 0.0
0.0 C.0 , 0 .-0

0.0' 1

0-

7 Er 6
14.3

NE)

R ES '0 SE

C' . 0

0.0
0 . 0

0.

0 . 0

28.6

21. 4 h1

0

1

1.1

14

14
:14

0 0 .0
0.0

0 0
0 C)

0 . 0

C) . 0

0
0 , 0

0 a 0
C)

(jt0
0.0



TABLE D-60

PDC CHILD RATING, SCALE ENGLISH ONLY RATED BY TEACHER)
RESPONSE DISTkIBUTION FOR SECOND GRADE
TOTAL NUMB OF. RATINGS 13

I. N 0 Vi-4 OF :E TE .:HER ;HMI KW/ N C1:H

I. N MONTH
NE:: SIX M .0 N 1-1'3

s -rx ---twiiak.T. MON IHS
MORE (-1N 1. 2 M 0 N 'PM

44_ -

R IltN .1 1 . 1(W fall :

NOT
E

I I ' II NN T I.. Y
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E S riiq
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7
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TABLE D-61

PDC GUILD RATING SCALE .-iENGLISH\101NLY RATED BY TEACHER
RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION FOR: THIRD GRADE, GEORGIA

_TOTAL4NUMBER OF-RATINGS: 12-

t..HNG H OF TIMF. TEACHUR HOD KNOWN
IF.00THhN MONTH

tx-TwFLwmoNTmi i

00F' I:: THAN 12 MONTHS

1 1 At ,-iI:.J I F.?l H -.J.11-.)

111JFF jHAN At)FH1.-.id 4i1

-1AI COOHFII

19

PERCEN 1 RE ;F'[TNI TI

7.

-)

0.3

F8S THAN
1-VEPAGE RFRELY

8.3 16.2
-.0 )58,3

.16. 0.0-
- 8.3 .0
16./ a6.7
33.3 8.3
25.0 0.0
8,3 0.0
16.7 .0.0

0,0
33.3 16.
8.3

0 ()
1_ Si'

83.3

0 .0
() ()

0 .0
1 ;) .0

0
0 .
() 0
0 0
0 ,

)
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0
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h

801.. .E ling &Rout afing candy
802. Feelings abouifalling down

8801. Feelingsabout school this year
8802. Feelings about school:next year
8803. TeelingS about teacher t . ,

8004. Tteachers feelings about child'

TABLZ, D-62

FACES

RESPONSE DISTRIB rtION FOR: KINDERGARTEN.-

Variables-are defined as f6llows:

VARIABLE

-B01.CANn

P02. FALL

8801.FSC4iNOW

8802.FSCHM

8803.FCH.T0 r

8804.FT.TO

N MINIMUN RAXIMUS REAM STD DEW

2u 2.0000

24 1.0000

8 2, 0000

2.0000

5000

1.6000

5.0000 3.6667 1.0072

5.0000 2.0000 1.0532

5.0000 3.2500 1.0351

5.0000 3.7500' 1.4880

5.0000 ZW.0625 2104

5.0000 4.0000 1..1952
i'



TABLE D-63__

FACES
_J

RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION FO

Variables are d &fined as follo

801. Feelings about eating- .candy
802. Feelings about falling down

8801 Feelings about school this year
8802. Feelings abOut school next year
8803. Feelings about teacher
.880-4; Teachers feelings 'about child

1.5

VARIABLE N--miNinum

8- ANDY 27 2.3000

802. FALL 27 1.0000'

8801.FSCHNOW 23 1-0000

802-F CHN,1Y 23 1.n000

03.F- .yo.r 23 2.3000

H 23 1.0000

FIRST GRADE

MAXIMUM MEAN

5.0000 4.4115 5296

3, -0-000 :1.4074 .63605

5-0000 '4.1304 1.0576

,.0000 3.7391 .1.4528
.,.

5.0000 4.5072 .90938

5.0000 4.2754 1.0379

V



-Variables

801.
802.

8801.
8802.
8803.
8804.

TABLE D-64

FACE* 44'

4RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION FOR: SECOND GRADE

dre,defined as.follows:

Feelings
Feelings
Feelings
Feelings
Feelings
Teachers

VAR ABLE'

801. CANDY

8801. FSCHNO

9802-FSCHNXY.

8H1=1.3.FCH ro.T

604.FT.TO.CH

about eating candy
about falling down
about scnool this year
about school next year
about,teadher
feelings

N

about child

MINIMUM MAXIMUM EAR

27 3.0000 5.0000 4.4815

1.1000 3.0000 1.5556

1:0000 5.0000 4.0000

21 1.0000 5.0000 )3 4286

21 2.0000 5.0000 4.2937

21 1.000e 5.0000 p.0714

srp DEY
,

:75296

.64051

1.0954

1.5353

.93676

1650



TABLE D-65

FACES

RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIOWt-OR: THIRD GRADE, GEORGIA & MARYLAND

Va'r ables are defined as follows:

801: Feelings about eating candy
802. Feelings about falling down

8801: Feelings, about 'school this year
8802. Feelings: about school neXt yedr
8803.'Feelings about'teacher
8804. Teachers

/-,

VARIABLE

.CANDY

802.FALL

8901.TSCHNOW

8802.fSCENXY

9801,FCH,TO.,T-

. Li FT.T0-.C.It

feelings

N

abouit.child

MINIMUM MAXIMUM MEAN S 1I DEY

54 3..0000 5.0000 4.7222 .529d3

54 1.0000 3.0000 1.4630 .66483

47 1.00'00 5,0000 3.7660 1.2017

47 1.0000 5.0000 3.8085 1.2272

47 1.0000 5.0000 4.4220
_ _

.91079

47 2.0000 540000- 4'.2766 .75604

9-5



TABLE D-66

PRESCHOOL INTERPERSONAL PROBLEM SOLVING TEST

RESPONSE

VARIABLE, N

SULUTNS 24

r.tEL.GL. 2

I. GOAL

GL.7e

rB.GOAL

.1RREL%

'REEL

D KRNR7

D KPNR

NPHYSOL

E

24

6

24

17

7)4

ASK 24

PLEA F. 24

LOW; 24

FAIP% 24

fRADEY, 24

AUTHINT% 24

TRICK% 24

FINAGLE% 24

lANAFF% 24

MAD 24

WAIT

KUTURET,

PHYSOL

FORCE/0

P1-14'S%

DAMAGE

CCMMAND% 24

24

24

24

.24

24

DISTRIBUTION FOR:

MINIMUM NIXINUM

KINDERGARTEN

MEAN STD Do

0. 6.0000 3.7500 1;6746

0. 1.0000 .20833 .41485

1.0000 7.0000 2.2000 2.6833

O. 1.0000 .20833 .41485

1.0000

0

5.0000

1.0000

2.2000

.25000

1..7889

.44233

1.0000 7.0000 2.1667 2.4014

O. 1.0000 .7t833 '.46431

1.0000 11.000 4.2941 2.7332

O. 6.0000 2.8750 1.6235

0. 1.0000 .6o667 .48154

O. 1.0000 .37500 .49454

O. 1.0000 .41667 -1 .20412

100,00 / .54167 .50898

0. 1.0000 .16667 38069'T

0. 1.0000. .50000 .51075

t3. L 1.0000 .83333 -1., .28233

O. O. O.

0. 1.000a .16667 .38069

0. O.

-
1.0000 .20833 .41485

O. 1.0000 .12500 .33783

, C.- 2.0000 -87500 .79741

1.0000 .37500 .49454

C. 0000 .3 -3333 .48154,r

O.

%pogo .16667 069'

196



TABLE D-67

PRESCHOOL INTERPERSONAL PROBLEM SOLVING TEST

RESPONSE DISFRIBUTION FOR: FIRST GRADE

NAXINUM REAR -STD DWI

6.0000 3.3333 1.5933

1.0000 .11111 .32026

2.0000 1.6667 .57735

yANIABLE N MINIMUM

JTpIS 27 0.

Ct.% 27 0.

FEL.GOAL 3 1.0000

S9B.GL.

'SHB.GOAL

.7MCELA;

27

2

27

0.

1.9 00'

IEREL 8 1.0000

OtU? 27 O.

OKRNF 2 5 1.0000

NPHYSOL 27 C,.

ASK 27 0.

PLEAS E;0 27 0. :'

LOW:, 27 0.

FAFg 27 0,

TPACE70 27 0.

A'TTAINV 27 0.

TRICK% 27. 0.

FINAGLE% 27 0.

1ANAFFT 27 0.

MAD % r .27

27

r

F9TUWFA 6.

PHYSOL 27 C.

FORCE%

PHYS% 0.

DAMAF 27

COMMAND% 27

1.0000 .74074 -1 .26688

3.0000 2.0000 1.4142
-$

1.0000 .29630

x.0000 1.6250 :74 02

.40532'

1.0000 .92593 .26688

8.000 -0 3.3600 .1.5513

6.0000 2.6667 1.5191

1.0000.. .7.0370 t6532

1.0000 .37037 . .49210

1.0000 .11111 .32020

1.0000 .48148 .50918

1.00001i . .18519 .3958

1.0600 .25926 .4465

O. 0.

1.0000. -3037 -1 -.19245,

1.0000

1.'0000
/-

1.0000

2. 0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000
9

1:197

. 37037 71, -.19245

.29030 .46532
.

. 1851-9 .39585

205

.49210

.39585

. 37037

. 1 d 510

O.

.11111 .42026



STIS.,-;T.r10

SUB.GOAL

:RRFLS

IRAEL

DKRNRi
4

DIUNR

NPHY_GL

ASK7-

PLEA

LOAN7

FA

TRADE;

-AUTLIINT-A

R=CK%

%4INAGLE%

IANAFg%

MAD

-4A=Ti;

FOR-:E7

PHYS%

DAr.h'3E

COMMAND%

TABLE R768

'RESCHOOL INTERPERSONAL PROBLEM SOLVING TEST

RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION FOR: SECOND GRADE

N INI1UM,

.3000

MAXIMUM

8.0000

MEAN

4.8889

27 1.0000 .22222

1.0000 3.0000 1.5000

27 .0000 .11111

1.0000 4.0000 2.0000

27 0.. 0000 .1/8519'

1 0)000 4.0000 2.0000

27 n. 1.0000 .88889

1.0000 9.0000 4.0000

27 1.0p00 6.0000 4.0741

27, 0. 1.0000 .92593

27 0. 1.0000 ..37031

7 0. 1.0000 .14815

27 0. 1.0000 .70370

27 O. 1.0000 t.29630

27.
I ,

1.0000 .48146

27- 0., 1..0000 .22222

27 0. 1,0000 .37037

27 1.0000- .18519

27

27.

47- 0.

27 0.

0,

198

1.0000
,

1.0000

.144444

-TO 141,

1.8257

-.42366

.83666
,

.32026

1.7321

.392585
t

1.2247

.32026

-2.3406
%,..

1 1847

,6688

.149210

.36201

.4653

.46532

.50918

.42366

-1 .i9245

.39585

.50637

5926

3.0000 .81481 .96225

1.0000 .33333 .48038

1.01)00
*/
33333 .48038 ,

0. 0.

1.0000 .14 .36201



TABLE D-69

PRESCHOOL INTERPERSONAd-PROBLEM SOLVING TEST

RESPONSE

VARIABLE

SOLJTNS

RE(..GL.4

RLL.GOAL

tiB.CL.);

-11 i.0OAL

:R LS

IREOC-L

DKRNR

nK

NPHY-SOL

ASK%

PLEASE%

LOAN%

FAIR%

_TRADES

AUTHINT%

TRICKS

FINAGLE%

DISTRIBUTION FOR:

(N .MINIMUM_

)154 1.0000

O.

20 1.0000

64 O.

7 1 00

54

lb 1.0000

54 C.

38 1.0000

54' 1.10_00

54 O.

54 0.

54 0..

E4- O.

54 U.

54 O.

0.

THIRD GRADE,

-MAXIMUM

8.0000.

1.0000

3.0000

1.0000

2.0000
L

GEORGIA

MEAN

15.0185

.37037

1.4500

4963

1.142T

& MARYLAND

SID DIP

1.6193

.48744

.75915

.3390

;37796

1.0 .29630 .46091

2.0 1.0625 .25000

1.000 .70370 '..46091

9.9000 3.1842 2.0906
t

7.0000 4.1296 1. 3465

1.0000 .90741 .29258

1,0000 .40741 .49597

1'.0000 .11111 . .31722

.000 .81481 .39210

1.0000 -4.4444 .50157

1.0000 .38889 '.49209

1.0000 .20370 .40655

1.0000 11111 1722 ,

-1.0000 .92593 -1 .i9258

1.0006. ...18519 -1 .13608

1.0000 .46296 .50331

1.0000 .16667 .37610

3.0000 .88889

1.0000 .35185 .48203

1.0000 .33333 .47583

O. :



APPENDIX E

'PDC Observation-Behavior Categories

and

tive Frequencie s,of Behaviors Observed Using
PDC Observation System



PDC Observation System: De initior. and
Examples of Behavior Categories'

Involvement tegories 1 and)2)

Category 1. Noninvolved
(NONINV)

Category 1 is coded when the child is not interacting
with a- peer., adult, or-object and is not doing anything els
_hat seems to have 'a purpose. This category includes instances
where the child is looking at a person, but the person is
not looking at or talking directly to the child. In other
words, it is not_a reciprocal interaction; the child is
merely watching someone-who is not paying attention to him.

er this- cate or is coded&x2_do not code catego ies 2
through 4. uYou do code categor 5. i

Examples of this behavior category:

The child is staring into space, not paying attention,
to the things going on around him.

The child is aimlessly wandering around the ciassrobm
and doesn't seem to have any:purpose oi,r intention in
mind

The child is holding an abject, such as a block',.but
doesn't do anything, with it. And he doesn't seem to
be planning to, do anything with

The child is watching t"Wo boys buildablpck tower.
The boys are not,looking.ar' the target. child

Cate or

The child is watching the ide, who is helping nother
child Trtake'a kite.' The to cher is directing her
attention only on -the, child making the kite.

Involved

Category 2 is coded when the target child is inter-
acting with a peer(s), adult(s), or object(s) or is involved
in an observable directed behavior, such as singing to
himself-. If the child is involved in any of these ways-during
the 5-second observation interval, his behavior is coded in
two subcategories to indicate: (a) the context of the activity
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(for example, interapting with people and /or materials).; and
(b) the language spoken during the activity if any. In
order to Code category 2, you place a---lash mark in each
of. these subcategories (2a and 2b) to describe the child's
involvement After coding the subcategories of category 2,
you Will look at categories 3' and 4 and mark any that further
describe the child's behavior.

Subcategories. When you have decided that category 2
applies to the child's behavior, you must-place 'aSlash,mark
on one item in- each-.of two subcategories: 2a and, 2b.

Subcate-or a. Focus of'dhild's a tention. If the
child is involved" in an activity, then you mat

_decide which of the following two items describe
the focus of the child's attention: social or non-
social. ft

Social c--C)- The child is paying attention to another
person (peer or adult)-by looking at or-

-listening to this person. The person
the child. is looking at or listening to
must also be looking at the child or
speaking directly to the child, either as
an individual or as a member of a group.
A child may also (in addition to looking
at or listening to) be paying attention to
another person by-sharing materials. and
-working do a common projedt,' talking to
and/or touching the person. This tem
is coded when the child interacts, with
both persons and objeCts (either at the
same time or one following the other)
during,th 5 second interval.

Examples:

The child is sitting on the teacher's lap listening.to
a story and is helping tell parts'of the story.

The child is calling a peer a name.

The child is listening to a peer who is telling him.
how to paint his picture.

The child is playing a lotto game with the teacher.

The child and -= peer, are looking at each other 'as
they eat their snack.
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Note: if-the child is social with a Per, adult, og
both,peer and adult, myou must od the appro-
priate items in categories 3 and 4)that best
describe the child' 8 social inte _ions.

Nonsocial (NSOC) The child-is paying attention to
ob1ect7V by looking. at and/or touch-
ing those objects or the. child is
engaged in some other observabe,
directed behavior which does not
involve other persons (such as
singing to hi_self).

Example

The child is quietly putting-4 putzle together at e.-

toy table without talking to anyone:else.

o The child is skipping alOne around the roo

0 The child is sitting'on the rugsinging to himself.

Note: When this item is marked you kip- categories 3
and 4 and code category S.

Subcategory 2b, Language spoken during the.dc ivi
if tie hil 'involved"in an activity t enyou
must decide which-one of the following four items,
describes. the behavior; verbal in English, verbal-
in Spanish; verbalin combined English and Spanish,

or nonverbal.

VprbaI in Enlis VENG While engaging in- activities
with people and/or objects,
the child speaks only in
English.

V rbal, -Spanish (VSP); While engaging in activi-
with people and/or objects,
the child speaks only in
Spanish.

Verbal in Combin
Englis
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While engaging in activ-
ities with people and/or
objects, the child speaks
a combination of English
and Spanish or uses,Span-
glish.
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While engaging in ivities with
people and/or objects;the,child

. ..,
does not speak.

,InteractionS with...-,, ---

ategory 3 is coded rhen the .target child interacts
with a eer(s) by'llbokinq at, listening to, talking with,
Or sharing materials and working on,a cOmmon project. -The
peerthe chil is looking at or listening to must look-
ink At the ch ld or-speaking directly to the target child.

the child i- interacting-with a,peer in any .of the-se
ays duringefhe:5-seCond interval,: hislbehaviois coded
n four( ubcateg9rie-,- to indicate. (a) the tyNE-Of peer
nteraction; (b) the nature of the peer interaction;
(c).the

.

purpose of the peer interaction; and (d) the role
yplayed during the peer interaction. In Order to code

category 3, you,,plaCe a slzAsh mark in each of these sub-
categories (3a, 3b, 3c, and 3d) to des4ribe.the child's
interaction with a peer(s)._ If mdre than one of .the items
in a given subcategory oecOs during tlie 5-second
interval, put a slash mark beside the item that occurred

.last.

Subcitegeries. When you have decided that category
applies. to the child's behavior, you-must place a slash

mark, on one item in eachiof the Toue atego4es: .3a,
3b, 36,.and 3d.

Subcate ory. a. Type interaction. If the
child is int eracting with a peer, then you must .

decide which-ohe of the following three iteMS
best describes the behavior:-'controlling, asser
tion,.or other.

Cdritrojr The child. attempts verbally
and/pr,nonverbally physical
gestures)/ to influence or ',jet the
'attention of a peer.-."

5

Examples:

Thechild'approaches a peer showin
Says, "Let's play this game."

g him a game and

The child goes over to-a per end g han_
then leads him to aquarium to view the fish.

The .child yells "He 04-1!"acrop.. the room`. John
-turns andt,looks over to the child.
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The child pushes a peer away from the drihking
fountain, knocking her down onto the floor.

Assertion (AST) The ahl: :resists verbal or non-
verbal-: attempts tp
hie, behavior or direct him to d'
something.

Examples:-

When asked by a peer to join in an art activity,
the child says amiably, "I went to go play with the
blocks."

A
When the child,at empts.to join a gxo4p of peers
building a block structure, one of the peers says;
"You-can't play here." The child responds by
knocking down the block structure and building -"
another one in its place.-

When a peer comes over and asks the child to come_
into.the house, t ignores the Pee 's ues-
tian and does*not respond.

When asked by a peer to play a game, the child
responds, "It's my turn to paint now" and pushes.,
the peer away.

Other (OTT) ..This item is marked for each interaction
with a peer that is clearly not an
attempt to control or assertion.'

The chid argues with another-child about-whose to
it is to ride the-tricycle and calls the child
several naMes. The peer `starts to cry.

For no apparent reason, the child hits another child
in the stomach,

0. Two childrOn

While playing with playdough at-the art table, the
child divides and shareS-his playdough with a peer
who-does not have any.

SubcatecTo N;qture-of beer interaetrons. ifthe__
---ET-11.1 1 ' x 1 1 peer,then you must

decide which of tne fol owing two items best.
deseribe the behaviori negative or positive /neutral.



::_hlidfexpresses verbal And/or
.nVerbal-agtesion'or hostility

toward the perApn he is interacting
with.

Ex&mples:

When the chiLig attempts to join a group of peers
building a block'structure, one of the peers says,
"X .l play here.-" The child responds by
knocking dowh the block structure and building
another in its place.

The peer pushes' ,a peer away from the drining foun-
tain knocking her down onto the floor.

o. When asked by peervto'pla a game, tie ,child°
responds, "It'- my'-tntnto paint nose. and-pushes
the peer away.

For no apparent reason, the child hits'anotherphild
in the stomach.

Positive/Neutral (POs /NT): This item is marked for
each behavior that is
clearly not (negative.

The child is playing,a lotto game with a peer.

When asked by a peer to join in an art activity, the
child says amiably, "I want to go play with the
blocks':"

-111 While playing with playdough at the art tabi4_the.
child divides and :shares. his playdough with a peer
Who does not have any.

The child approaches a Peer'showihg hirli a game
says, "Let's play. this garlic."

Subcategory Purpose of peer interation. if the
interacting with.a peer, hen :y must

decide -which one of the.follOwing four items
describe the-purpose of the child4s inter,action:
informatioh, Assistance/materials, -support, br-c
nonapplicable.



nforma-ion INFO).--The child requests-or provides
, . factual statements-Cr explanations

concerning a task, a problem, a
causal relationship or other-'
events and situations- in-las envi7
ronment:

Examplese

While playing with a .peer at the workbench, the
child asks, "Where's the harmer?"

The child asks a .pe'er, "Why are you doing that?"

The child turns to a nearby peer and says, "LOok:
snowing out84_dp."

O -When asked a question by a peer, the child- simply
replies, "1$6' " -

Assistance /Materials (AS/MAT The child requests
provides physiCal
assistance or materials.

Eamples:

Th e Child reqUestg a peer to co
obtain-a-toy, from anbther,peer.-

over and help

Ai-At:snack t4me .the child. helps a peer pour her

The

is the

SUpbo t

child ands'a peer a block.

child tells a p- "Make a ,".7" for me."

( -SUP) : Tie child is used by or uses a'peer
for obtaining comfort, protection;
and/or reassurance after a hurt, disap
pqntment, 9r other prOblem situations.
T1 child' es nom sedror prdv.Ne
assistance--r-informataon for soling
the problem.

ild puts arms mound rying pee

child takes a hold of a peer's hand after he has--
been slugged by another Child.
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The child. says to another ehiId,-"Bob took my truck. "
'"The child does nat ask the peer to help get it babk.

After falling off a tricycle, the child cries to a
peer, -"My knee hurts;"

0 .

kona0plicable (NA): This item is marked whenever the
purpose of-the child's inter-.
action with aker is clearly not
one of reggesting or providing .
inforMatidn,-assistance, mater-
ialsg:Or-egidtional support.

Examples:

The Child and a peer are p.iinting a monster picture
together at the art easel..,

e A peer tells the child not to do somethi

The child laughs at peer's antics. The peer looks
over and giggles.

peer tells the child, "1 ate lunch at a restaurant

1.ibcateTaEy 3d. Role played during peer interactions.
If the child is interacting with a peer, then you
must decide which one'of the-following:three items
beSt describe the child's role. -requesters, giver;.
arhonapplicable.

.1
Requester (RtO)_: The child requests-information,

The child asks a

The child asks a

as materials, or emotional
Support by eosin
a Ademand, or in
ing (4e., physic
of help, materia
emotional suppo

a quetion, making
me manner igdicat-
1 gestbres)-a need
information, or
om ia'peer.

peer, "Why are yOu

peer, " "How do yd

dOing that?"

-ke a "J"?"

to The child holds hands with a friehd immediately
after the= teacher has scolded the child.
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Giver (G;NiE Tkie-'child gives iiformation, assistance,
materials? ;car emotional, support to a
peer in the form of factual statem4,nts,
explanations, or 'physical gestures.
The child may provide this spontepeou4y
or on the peer's request.

Theo child tuxes to ii1ea y, peer: anclsays, "Look its
snowing outside.-

The child hands a peer a block

The child pits her arms around crying peer -,

-

The child- shows a peer ow ttoti blue and green
aint together, to make a new co_-or.

Nonapplicable (NA): The child'iS nOt requesting or
providingiiVformatidn, assistanee,
materialsc: or, emotional sipport.
This terns marked whenever non-,
apOlicabl6 is coded in subcate-
gory 3c. 'k

ExaMples':

The chiia listenSto
di not - asks -the peer

he Child and a peer are painting a _,ter picture
tdgett,her at the art easel.

A pe6i omeT over to, the child and says, "Its clean-
up times"

dr,

Thpchi d pushes a peer away from thed -inking foun-
tain, k ocking her down °Fit° the floor.

c-2.5.2,2Iy 1. Interactions itM Adult

,,an adult(s) by looking. at, listening rsstening to,.talking with ,'
Category 4-is coded wh il. childthe target hld 1nteradtswith

,

sharing materials and working n a common project. The
adult,trle child is looking at or listening to must be looking
at the child or speaking directly to the target child. If
thechild-.i,s interacting, with arLadult in any of these ways
during the '5-sedond,interval,-hisbehavior 16 coded in four
subcategories to indicate:. (a) -the type of adult inter-,.
,action;.(b) the .naturebf the adult interaction; (c) the
p ,pose Ofa the adult interaction; and (d) the role played
-d ring the adult interaction. In order, to code category 4,



you place a slagh mark in each of these -sub ategc4et
4c, and 4d) to describe the child's interaction

with _an adult(s). If mgre:than one of the items
giverisubcategory ocCart-durinq the 5-second interval,
a .--slash,7,mar -iogiide- -the item that occurred last.

Subcategories, When you have decided that :category
) A'appries to the child's behavior, you must place a slash
mark on one in each of the four subcategories: 4a,
4b, 4c, NEU 4d.

Subcategory la. Type of adult interaction. If the
child is interacting with am adult then you m
decide which one of th,io ]/lowing thred items est
describes the. type of adult interaction: c,_ rol-
,lipgi. assertion, or other.

Controlling 4C1IT); ;The child at eMpt-s:verbally
and/or nonverballiy physical
gestqres) to iff1uence or get the
Attention of an-adult.

Examples:

The child tells the teacher, "Shut-4p."

The child tells an aide, "Leave one alone, and
pushes her away.

o The child "approaches an aide =and- Oays, "1
to build this block tower with me,*

want you

The child goes over to a teacher, grasps het hand
then leads,her to the art table:and asks, "Do you
know what I made ?"

Assertion (AST): The.child resists verbal and' non7.
verbal adult attempts to influence
his-behavior or di?ect him .to do
something,

Examples:

When asked to eledh,-U'p his desk by a voluntee.
aide the child replys, "I don't have to," and kicks
the aide in the leg.

When the .teacher asks lhe'chil to finish his'
snack, the child throws the cookies.on the floor,
dumping over the milk..
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is When the teacher says "cleanupj time, the child
tells the teacher, "1 Ire cleaned up my share r

g to snack now."

.When -told by tie teacher to go to theart area,
the Child asserts, "I'd rathergo play at the

"-toy table:"

to The teacher addresses a .que_
the child ignores her.

EXaMples:

The child hits a parent-aide..

to the chiad- and

This item is marked for each inter-
actiOntOith an adult-. that iS
not-4m attempt to cont Ca or assertion

is The child listens to the teacherexplainl_a game.

h thq,teacherapks the child to are'the paste
jar wiOilandther'Pber, .1d mopes the paste
to the-m:ddie of the table f o sharing4 -ft=

o. The child and the teach are talk.ng as they
both 'carry the snacks to the table.

Subca4jory 4b-. Nature of adult interactions-. If-
the chil'd'is'interaCting with an, adult,- then you
mu6st decide, which of the following tWo items
best describe the nature of the behavior: nega'-
tive or.ppaitive/nautral,

Negative (NEC) : The child expresses verbal and /or
nonverbal agression or- hostility
!toward the adult he is intracting
mith.

Examples

The child screams to the adult, ".$11 t-

The-child hits the adult.

I II

e The child tells an aide, "Leave me alone," and
pushes her away.
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0 When the teacher ask the child to .finiSh his
Snacki the -child throws the cookies on thei'flOor,
'dumping Over-the milk,,

Positive/Neutral jPOS/NT

Ekemples:

This item is marked-for
each behavior that is
clearly not negative.

u

7

The chit A approaches-an aide and says, "1 want you4 *
to build this block tower with me."

The teacher addressS a questi-on to the child.
The child does not respond.

.

0 The child approache the_ acher and offers to help
put away the dress-up Clo hes.%

i

lo The Chil aistens to the teacher explain a game,
,

Subcetegory 4c. Purpose of adult interaction. f'

e--Child,ls interacting with an a_u_it, t en you
must decide which -one of the following fouk items
_best describe the purpose of the child's inter-'
action: 'infomation assista-ce/materials, sup-
port, or nonapplicabLe.

lnforr ation (INF6): The child requests or provides
factual statements or explan7,
ationb concerning :a task, a
probDeM, a,cauSal relationship
or other events and situations'
in his environment.

Examples:

When asked by the teacher to tell' what shape she
was holding i17 her hand, the child responds,-"That's
a circle.-"

o The childtells the t acherthat today is ,his
birthday. -s- /

The child asks a parent aide where the paint
'brushes are.

The child asks the teacher, "When -is it goin to
be lunch time?"
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lcamples:

he child *requests or
provides physical
assistance or materials.

After an nsuccessful attempt to play with pla dOugh
the Chil goes ,over --to theteacher and demandS,,
"Make her share with me.."-

- After using the toilet, the child goes over to the
teacher and waits for him to zip up her paRts.

The child helps the aide p t the blo ks on the shelf.

The child ha ds the cookie t".ray. Lace
Support (SUP): The child is used by r uses an adult

for obtaining comfort, protection,
and/or reassurance aftea hurt, dis-
appointment, or other prolblem situa7
Lions. The child does not 'seek or
provide assistance or information for
solving the problem.

pies:

The child hol
after a peer,

----

s hand8'-wn with an Adult immediately
as hj.t her.

During a loud rainstorm, the
teacher and sits inAler lap.

The child rubs the
it on a cupboardd

The Child says to
a badyCola.

child goes over t6

teacher-'s head after she bumped
or.

par'ent aide, "I! m sorry you got

This item-is marked whenever the
purpose 'of the child's inter-'
action with an adult is clearly
not one of requesting or provid-,
lng information, assistance,
materials, or emotional support.
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Examples:

When the teacher asks the child to finish-his
snack, the child throws _the cookies on the floor,
dumping over the milk.

The child listens to a volunteer parent aide tell
sty?-

The chila4and the teacher smile at each other
they eat their. snack.- ,

,.

T bitsanaide.

ubcate -ory 4d. Role Payed durin adult interactions
If the child is interacting with an adult, then you
must decide which one of the following three items
best describe the child's role: requester, giver,
for nonappiicable.

Requester

Examples:

REQ): The child requests information,
assistance, materials, or emotional
support by posing a question, making
a demand, or in some manner indicat-
ing (i.e., Oysical gestures) a need
of help, materials, information, or
emotional support from an 'adult.

After al'? unsuccessful attempt to play with the
playdough, the child goes over to-the teacher and
deman s "Make her share with me."

The child holds hands with an adult immediately
after a peer has hit her.

The child askS a parent aide where the paint
bruses are.

The chid d'asks the teacher, "When is, going to be
lunch _me?" 0

Giver E): The child giVes information,-assistance,
materials`., or emotonal support/to a
peer in the form of f-:ctuar statements,
explanations, or phy-ical gestures.
The child may provi this spontane- -

ously or on the adu 's request.

216



Examples;--

The cild°-,teirlj the -eacher that today is his
bir_hda

he Aide's -- question.

is The child ubs the teacher's head after she bumped
it on pboard door.

fa The id. hands a.n aide her coat.

120121p_plicable (NA) The child is not requesting or
providing informaticin, ssistance,
materials, "or emotional upport.
This item ,is marked when-:,Ker, non-
applicable is coded in subcategory
4c.

,The teacher tells the child to dean up his toys.

The child listens o the teacher explain a game.
.t

laThe child listens to the.teacher explain how to do a
-problem.

4.The-volunteer aide gives the-child:a hug,

The-child bites-the teacher.,

-

ego_:- r 5. bla room Interaction Capacit

The kinds of child-child and child-adult interactions
that are likely to happen vary-according to the time of
day or activity schedule. So it is necessary for ..the
observer to describe-the classroom's interac'ion capacity

,

during each observation unit,- To-do his, e observer
surveys the-classroom in order rmine he'degree of
interactions occurring among ch _dren and adults after each
5- second Observation. The ob- :ver's attention is 'no
longer directed toward the target child b=utton the. Class-
room as a whole. Thus, en though the target child's
behavior is not congrueit with the behavior-of the other
-children (the focal child- is- -being restricted by an-adultl,
the bbserv* still indicates to what extent interactions
may octcur during that observational unit.

For category 5, the ob rver looks at the whale
classroom-an-- ndicates the interaction capacity of,the

(
classroom dring each tbservation unit by placing a slash
ma : next o the appropriate item. The' items are:,;maxinext

and minimal.
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Maxima This item refers to those parts of the day
(MAX) in which children d. adults are free to

initiate or mainta n spontaneous inter-
actions (verbally or physialiY), imong
themselves.. .The children are generally
able- to choose their own behavior, with
minimal structuring/direction-by an adult.
Theae_periods may be labelled by the
teacher as "free play" or "free choice"
periods.

Examples:

For a thirty-mihute, period, children are free
to choose and move at their own distretion
among any adtivity avlable in the room

For a fifteen-minute period children are free
to cheese :and move_.. at their own discretion,
among activities prepared. and set up by an
adult.: Activities are carried out individually
by the children with minimal directiOn by the
adult.

Moderate: This item refers to thoSe parts of the day
(MON, in which the opportUnity for spontaneous

interaction among adtlts and children is
substantially reduced. During this period,
claSsroom behavior .is typically less
decided 4y,children and more directed by,
an adult. There is still some opportunity
for spontaneous interactions to occur with-,
in this -given qruture.

Examples:

For a ten-minute period, the children are assigned
to a small group (3-8 children) where the teacher
is reading a Story. The children are expected
to remain with the group, but may talk to the
teacher and othet children-at points during the
story or after the,story is completed.

/61 After a thirty-minute)zeriod of,"free play",
the children are engaged-in "clean-51p" activities.
The children may interact with one another, but
they are all expeCted to help the teacher or
,sit in a designated area of the room.
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During snack and meal times, the n are
assigned to a given table and adult. The
children Are expected to remain at the table,
but may interact- among themselves or with their
assigned adult.

Minimal: This item refers to those is
in wh ch children ar free to
mainta pontaneous interactions

the day.
initiate/
(verbally

or physi ally) among themselves. Classroom
behavibr of the children is primarily con-
trol nd directed by an adult.

Eamples:

During a 15- minute. period, all the- children
are sitting in a' large group listepingto the
teacher's story. Thechildren are expected to
pay attention and not interact (physically or.
Verbally) during this period.

During snack and meal times,, the children are
assigned to tables and 'an adult. The children
',Are expected to use this time for eating, not
interacting.

During a 20-minute period, all he Children
are sitting in a large group singing with the
teacher. All children:are-expected to parti-
-cipate and interactions among Children areY
discouraged and restricted.



Relative Frequencies of Behaviors
ObServed Using PDC Observation System
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Table E-1

Means and Standard Deviations of child -Peer inte-acti oxis'_-

ACROSS ALL
activity j

levels
(N=442)

MAXIMUM
activity
levels
(111-...270)

MODERATE
activity
'levels
(N 300)

MINIMUM
activity
levels
(117=8f)

Observa ion Variable Mean .S.b. Mean, S.D. Mean_ _S.O. Mean S .D

Description of Child-Peer Interaction

Negative -CoPitkpZ )2
.01 .03 01 .06 0 --

PO4 Live Cont./tot 8 .27 .33 -.31 22 .29 .25 '.33
Negative A44eAt

( )
__ .01 .03 -) -L ,0 --

Po6itive,A44ett .06 .13 .07 .17,- iQ .15 .07' .21
Negative OtheA

( )

,

-- -- .01 .11
Po4itiOe a tkeA .30 .55

,

.59 .34 .71 .32 .67 .38

Purpose __ Child-Peer Interaction
.,,,

Reque, 6oAnat,ion 08 '.14 .08 .16- .08 .16 .09 .20
Give in6otmatio4 .457' .28 ,44 .30 .47 .34, .45 .38
Reque4t A44i4taAce/Mx_ I _ .15 .21 .19 .26 .13 .25 .13 .25
Give ?tWi4tance/Mateti .05 .12 .07 .16 .04 .13 .04 .13
Reque4t SuivoAt -- __ , -- ( )

Give ,Sup0)1,,V -- __. 01
-.1l

_,, ,

timate- represent rela, ve -equendies.

2Relative frequency of this category fell b -een

2

0 and .01.



Table. E -2

and Standae_ I Deviations of Child-Adult Interaction Variable
S 1 9 7 6

ACROSS ALL
activity
levels
(N =377)

MAXIMUM,
activity
levels
(111169)

'MODERATE
activity

"levels
111F97)

MINIMUM
.

activity
leVels

- (11798)

Obsdrvation Variable n S.D. Mean

.40

0

.03

.57

.14'

.47

.11

.06

.02
0

S.-D

--
,.

.36,'

--

.10

.02

.37

.26

.39

.23

.18

.11
0

Mean4

.26

0

.03

( ),

.71

.

.28

.01

0
0

_ D__

_-_.

--
.12

.35

-01.,

Al
.10

--

Mean

.

.21

0

OT
0

.77

v11

.53

.05

.05

.01

0

''

S

--

0

.03
0

.37

7

.4.3

.20

.18

.10

0

Desc iption _ Child°Peer Interao
.

Negatiue ContAot
Positive ContA0C
NegatLue 4,66eit
PO6itive A,ssent-
NegatLve OtheA
Pb,SZLue, OtheA

Purp se gf,hildPeer Interaction
-)

Rque,St inliotmati,on
Give lk*Amatiot-
Reque,st A.6i4tan'ee/Mate&tat4
Gave. 46,6.4:_5tance/MateAiat6

Re.i../44t Suppott , :,

Give Supputt.-

ion'. ,

'

0

.03

.67

.01

.20

.02 '

0

.32

0

,11

--

.32

.11

.35

.10

--

2-Relative frequency

es rresent relative 'frqueneie

,this qategOXy fell between .00 and

23.3



'Table E-3

.Means and Standard. Deviations of hiidren's Involment and Verbal Beha ior 1
4 976

ACROSS ALL
`activity

levels
(fill69)

MAXIMUM
activity
levels
%01,1 328h

MODERATE
activity
levels

:417t736/) -

MINIMUM
activity
levels

' (11-18

, Observation Variable,; Mean S.Ut Mean S.D. Mean S.I. Mean 'S.D.

ChildrOWS involvement

Non,uwaved ,.00 .13 .08 ( .15 .08 - =08 13

SociAt .52 .20 .47 .25 .52 4 .61 .28

lkionsociat .40 .19 .45 .25 040 0 .31 .28

Children's Verbal Behavi_ ,
1,40

Vobat Egt,--Lisit .31 .81 .32 .22 .;.0 21 .29 E .24

'Veitba Spakazh .03 ;09- .04 .13 9 ( )

,

vekba Combinat,ton i2
( ) -t, ( ) -- - 00 .00

NonveAbat, .66 .16 .64 .21 .66 .20 .72 .24

Figures represent

2 RelatiVt frequency

elative. frequencies.

this category fell between jr, D0, and



APPENDIX :F

Center and School Characteristics

These'data, collected in fall 1975,.are presented here
for the record, They may provduseft11 in the future for
theADurpoSe of explaining observed -differences in perforpapoet
or simply for the purpose-6f describing centers and-schools
(in terms of size,'adUlt-child ratio, etc.). Thearrows at
the top of each form indicate Head Start-to- elementary
schbol feeding patterns.

25



Table F-I

Visalia, California.

PDC
- ................____ - __ . Compr_ ison............... _

HeadStart Centers Elementary SChools / Head Start
.

Centers Elementary Schools

Visalia Crowley Goshen --)k Goshen

Linnell Camp
s Union

Total

classes

'PDC Corn

HS

Multi-

level

All Centers andfSchools Combined, by Treatment .

Total

cydten

PDC Com

45 45

80 85

48

61 00

60

K-3 5till
14

K-3 cl s average

254 422

28 30,

Total teachers

fulaime part time

PDC Com PDC Com

-3 co fined child'adult average

3

0

Toqljaici aides

fulltime EarRime

PDC Com PDC Com

10

0

14 0 0 12 32

1;3 2.3 0.1 0

'*Aides serve :Etri Loatit/g "teams" futhGto 3.

0

Child:tchnratio

flINE5TEEEEE

PDC Com PDC Com

11

33 33

27 28

24 29

1 30

30

4 23.5

Child:aide ratio

fulltime 2Vime

PDC Com PDC Com

45

22 * 65

27

16.

20-

(

21 13 254

237



Head St

Fountain

Irving

Table F -2

PuOlo, Colorado

PDC; Com2atisOn.... ...
ers Elementary

.

Schools Head Start Centets :4,7'Eiementary Schools

Tountain

Zuing

Bold

West ilthf

All Centers and Slools Combined, by Treatment,

HS,

Total

iclasses

Total

children

Total teachers

fulltime ar_t_time

PDC Com'pbc (,)m PDC Com

62 61.

PDC Com

2

3.

Multi-

level.

6

4

5.5*

117

104

74

77

164

157

1'35

118

4 6

K -3 sum

K-3,_ class

27.5

average

434

18

635,

23

17

0.7

21:

0.8

13,

0.5 104

Total_paidaides

fulltimp 0Et!t

PDC Com PDC Corn,

4

4Beulah Heights

Thatcher

Child:tchr ratio

ulliie EaLtj-E

PDC Com PDC Com

31 30.5 30.5

1

58,5 516 16.7 164

1'7.3 26.1 17.3

18.5'22,

15.4 0,9

Child :aide ratio

fulitiMe par ire

PDC Com PDC Com

15:5 15:2

58.5

104

74

77.

0.2 0.3 0.2

K=3 combined child/adult average

3 V*.5 represents a third and fourth grade combination ass.

25.5 30.2 635

.1
105.8



Tan F-3

orwalk, Connecticut

, 7

PDC

Heed Start Center's Dlementary Schools

Broad River

Nathaniel Ely

:Jefferson

Magrath

Columbus

Comarison
o ma

Head Start Centers Elem tary Schools

Broad River

Al. 1 Centers and Schools Combined, by Treatment

HS

Multi-

level

Total

asses

VPDC Com

TOtal

children

T al teachers

fullime pArtti7

c Com

159 159

237 302

216 359

219 365

214 382

42

PDC Com PDC Com

16 16

8.5 15

1t1. 14,5

14.5

10 13.5

14,5

15

2

SUM

3 class

36,5 81

average

8

24.2

1530

25

33

0.9

53.5.

0.8

1

0.01

K-3 combined child/adult ayerage

Total aid aid

fulltime a tti e

PDC Com PDC Com

1

y

reokside

CrAnbury

Naramake

Silver mine

2101fpit

,Child:tchr ratio

fulltime

PDC CoM, PDC Coin

art-time

.9 9.9

Child aide ratio

fulltime -72.T35

PDC Com PDC Cqm

159 159

47.4 44.9 382

21.6- 26.5

24.3 25,1

23.7 25,4

0.2 0,01 0,08 0.04

21

26.8 28.5 1530



Table F-4,

'Pahokee, Florida

PDCM M ..... ..._-... . " _

Head Start Centers Elementary Schools

From villee Pahokee

Okeechobee Cove

1

Multi-

level

Total

classes

PDC Coin

*

_ C21112ariscm.

Head Start Centers, ,IEleiary Schools

Washington Park Rosenwald

Lake 'Harbor Mooriehaven

All Centers,and Schools Combined, by Treatment

Total

children

PDC Com

Total teachers
_

fulltime lailt!qE!

PDC Com PDC Com

0

Total paid aides

fulltime parttime

PDC Cop PDC Com

Child:tchr ratio

fulkime EaLE

PDC Com. PDC Com

Child aide ratio

fulltime parttime

PDC Com PDC Com

207

243

246

257

-84

-3 sum

A

-3 class average

* 1037

.7

15

57

1,5 *

-3 comhined'childiadult average

tt*iilformation unavailablele

0

10

3

4

0

* a

27 0

0.7 0 *

26

24

25

26

101 *

oa

81

86

249

*



RDC,

Kad Start Centers Elementa ry Schoolsh lsc

Stephens County Toccoa

J

Table F-5
p

Toccoa, Georgia

Com orison

Read Start Centers Elementary Schools

None Noqe

All Centers and Schools CoMbined, by Treatment

HS

Total

classes

Total

children

PDC Com

47

Total teachers Total paid aides,

tulltime parttime
-,_

Child:tchr ratio Child:aide ratio

fulitime 'parttime-,
'PDC Com PDC Com

f

full time parttime full time parttime

PDC Com

3

PDC Com' PDC Com

3 I

PDC Com PDC Com

16

-
PDC Com PDC Com

16
i

47

._
7 Z 36 36

128 6 1 fit. 21 128 128

12 1 1 24 122

121 24

Hulti-

level
11 11

K.3 sum 24 501 2 7

r

3 class average 21 0.9 0,3 0.1. I

3 combine child /adult average f 23 72 167



PDC

Head Start Centers

Table F-6

Des Moines, Iowa

Elementary Schools

Comparison

Head Start Centers Elementary Schools

Moulton Moult° Elmwood -*Inwood

Lucas *Lucas'

All Centeri and Schools Combined, by Treatmenti

RS

Total

classes

Total

children

Total teachers 'Taal aid aides Child:tchrratio Child'aide ratio

fulltilie :Orttime

Com

1

full time Fart Mme fulm parttime full me parte

PDC Com PDC Com

1 41 41

PDC Com PDC Com

42 41

PDC :Com PDC

1 1

PDC Com 'PDC Com

1 1

PDC Com PDC Com

42 41 41

__=,--_.____

Multi-

level

5

3 2.5

86 100

91 86

65 70

58 63

4 4

3.5

3 2.5

1

1

1

43 50

.7 21,5

21.6 20

13.3 25.2

86

91

d

58

sum

class

K-3 combined

14 14

average

child
,

300 314

75 7 %7

adult average

12 12

0.8 0,8 0.2! 0.2

25 26.5 75

0
, i



Head Start-Centers,

Takoma tiark.

Table F -7

Takoma P rk, Mariland

Elementary Schools

Totial

classes

PDC Com

HS

Comprison

Head Start Centers ElementarrSchools

New Hampshire New 41,lipshire

,Estates

Rolling Terrace Rolling,Terrace

All Centers and Schools Combined by Treatment

Total

children

PDC Com

66 57

Total teachers

fu title parttime

PDC Com t PDC Com

1

Total aid aides

fulltime part ime

,DC Com PDC Com

1

Multi-

level

4.5

4

138 2

113 102

84 43

67 59

59 128

SUM 15 17.5

K-3 class average

461 34

28.8 2L9

14 15

0.8 0.8

coned child/adult average.

1

0.3

Child:tchr ratio
_

fulitime parttime

PDC Com PDC Com

16,5 19 57

26

28.2 22.6

84 21.5

33,5 29.5

59 32

32.9 25.6

Childtaide ratio

fulltirne parttimt

PDC Com PDC Com

66 28,5 33 .57

69

28.2

84 28

13

67

59

57.6 92.2



PDC /

..
Head Start Centers Elementary Schools

Table E

Michigan-

Whitmer-1H4tan,, mer HuMan,
1

Aesource Center esource Center

.Total

classes

PDC Com

4 4

Head Start Centers Elementary Tollools

Franklin Franklin

Frost

Itopgfellow

Whittier

Total

children

PDC .em.

74 7

Total teachers

1.111-12 Parttime

PDC Com PDC Com

2

1

Multi-

level

11

16

14.5

14.5

A I

'7Q 253

431

3-95

370

211 20

14.5

14.5

7.3 1

Total -_aid aides

fulltlme Ilarttime

PDC. Com PDC Com

1(

,------77'

I child/adult average

73 SUM 57 201 1469 8.3 '52 1

.3 class,average 46.8 251 ,8 L4 0,9 0,2 02

ri
.

* . 4,

*There are four additional full-time aides who assist

staff. These aides are included in this ratio.

1

0.2 0.02

he' total to chug

Child:tchr ratio

uiltime time

PDC Com PDC Com'

36.5

50.6 70 253

25.4

27.2

25.5

29 20

33,8 2B.2 281 1469

Child: aide 'ratio,

fulltime par me

PDC-Com PDC Com

18.5

70 84.3

86.2\i

42.2 211

46.8 183.6 281



=

4J

Head Start Centers Elementary Schools

Memorial,

or arson e
- -r

Head Start Centers Elementary Schools

All Centers and Schools Combined, by TreatMent

RS

Total

classes,

PDC Com

Total

children

Total teachers

fulltime zrim

PDC Com PDC CamPD Com

7

85

1 54

5

2 60 2

Multi:

level 12 300 12

K-3 sum 12 12 300 335 12 12

K-3 class average 25 28 1

159

1-3 combined child/adult average

Total paid aides

fulltime parttime

PDC Com PDC 'Com

Child:tohr ratio.

PDC Com. PDC pi/

26

Child:aide rAtlo,

flm parttime

PDC Com PDC Com

26

'10

la 12

28

27

29

30

25

25 28

30

28

21

29

30

28



Table F-1

Salt Lake City, Utah

. . _=
PDC

Head Start Centers . Elementary Schools

w

HS

Edison

Glendale Park

Parkview

Comprison

Za Start Centers Elementary Schools

Matheson

Emerson

Hawthorne

Whittier

All Centers and Schools Combined, by TreatMent

A

Total Total Total teachers Total Paid,

classes children full time fiarttime fulltime part
_-

PDC Com PDC Com PDC Com PDC Cbm PDC Com PDC Com

170 97 5

hild:tohr ratio

fanima parttime

PDC Com PDC Com

18.8 19.4

214 319

215 272

142 240

168 253

Multi-

level
21.3 22

K-3 sum
4] 888 1106 32 38 2

K-3. Class average

__4r

lir3 combined child f adult average

21,7 2 0.8 0.04 .0 0.29 0.13 0.28 002i

27.8 29.1 444 55

Child:aide ratio,

fulltime parttime

PDC Com PDC Com

18.8 19.4 28.3

71.3 63.8 53.5

43 90.6 68

71 6 80

84,3

22

88.8 221.2 80.7 100.



PDC'

a

Tacoma Washington

`Head Start. centers. Iaementaiy Sdhbois

Lister

Comparison

Hea4 Start Centers Elementary Schools

Rogers

Roosevelt

Willard

*Rogers

Roosevelt'

All Centers and Schools Combined, Treatment

H

Total

classes

Total

'children

TotAl teachers Total laid ai's

full -time ar ime

Child:tchr ratio Child:aide ratio

fulitime parttime fulitime EEL! fultime

PDC

20

parttime

PDC Com

3 5

PDC Com.

60 100

PDC Coin PDC Com

3, 2

PDC Com PDC Com

3 4

PDC Com DC Com

0 50

Com PDC Com

25

94 100 3 5 3 5 31.3 20 , 31.3 20

71 100 3 5 3 5 23.6 20 23.6 20'

i

81 100 3 . 27 20 27 20

3
3 5. 70' 100 3 5 3 5 23.3 20 23.3 20

Multi-

level

K -3 sum /2 20 310 400 12 20 12 20

K-3 class average 23.3 20
1

1
,

3 combined child/adult average 2 . 20 26.3 20 r7



Table F-12

Morgantown, West Virginia

PDC

Head Start Centers Elementary Schools

Jeronio Park

Woodburn

Jerome Park

Aburn

Comprison

Head 'Start Centep Elementary Schools

L:CSS

0

National atio4

s

All Centers and Schools Combined 'by Treatment

)

')

HS

Total

classes

tal

children

Total teachers L!LIIILLaiL
fulltime arttime

Child:tchr ratio Child:aide ratio,

fullime parttime fulltime Eart-ILne full time pyttiMe

PDC Com

2

i PDCtiCom

40

PDC Com PDC Com PDC Com PDC Com PDC Com ,PDC Com

221:5 20

PDC Com PDC Com

22.5 20 22.5 20

108 35 2 4 2 4 54 54

47 9 1.6 3 23.5 23 29.4 23

6 65 3
.

6

27 53 27 23.3 45 23.3

Multi-

level 1 1 28 3 1 1 1 1 8 28

K- sum 12 12 5 8 13
,

.

K-3 class' average 27.7 24 0.8 1 -.64 1

K-3 combined child/adult average 35.5 22.4 42.9 22.7
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Attrition Findings,for Each Site



Attrition Findings for-Each Site

California

Before 1974-75 children from the PDC Head Start center
advanced to several different elementary schools, and thus
tie data collected this spring did not permit estimation
of attriti among children .enrolled in classes from these
earlier ye 45o.'" Attrition, among children from the 1974-75
PDC Head Start class Jnow in kindergarten) appears to be
73%. ThisjIgure,seems 'So startingly high (and so much at
odds with the figures reported for other years) thatt was
ju_ged advisable to declare ,the data insufficient for any

nclusion. Figures for oe of the tv716, comparison centers
available for all four year-groups,- beginning in

971-72, and it is these figures that provide the main basis
or estimation of_atFrition in the comparison centers.

Colorado

No attri on data from .Head tart classes were collected
thiS year for veral reasons, among which was that no
recrds are kep at the individual elementary schools to
indicate whether-r not a child attended Head-Start. This
represents a oohs ious effort by the schools not to label
children. One fa-tor which may affect Significantly
Pueblo's attrition is thatIthe children are not restricted
to-Head Start centers or schools byttgeographic location..
Head Start parents ars free_to select the school their
child will attend based on the particular program the
school is offering, Bilingual, etc. It would
be best to encourage parents id the PDC and comparison
school geographic locations to enroll their children in
those schools.

Connecticut

The data- supplied by this site were complete and
well-documented. If the indicated trend -holds, the
expected enrollment of 6=0 should be adequate for the
A.roup.and more than adequate for the comparison group. It
may be that the attrition data gathered 14st year showed
higher attrition rates because the methods of estimation
ud by si.t e. st,Iffl-: at that Lime were less peecise.



Florida

The data provided by the Florida site appear complete
and show a consistently low rate of attrition.

Georgia

- The figures obtained for the years prior to 1975-76
reflect a situation which no longer exists, in that
children from the county surrounding.Toccoa attended
Head Start .inToccoa and then returned to their local
elementary school.: Attendance at' the Toccoa Head Start
is now limited to Toccoa residents.

Given the change in attendance patterns, retention,
-ates can be expected to be higher than in the past.

Iowa

The attrition data collected appear to be accurate.
Although there was no Head Start at Moulton prior to fall
'1975, only those children from the Moulton district who
attended the Head Start that was operating were included
in the attrition calculations.

The comparison school statistics are based on Lucas
Elementary only. Many children not in the LUcas.distric:
attend the Head Start- at Lucas, which reduces the potential
sample size, but the situation is even worse at Elmwood,
Where only 4 children from that district attended the
Head Start, which began in 1974-75.. Of those 4 children,
out of a total of 26, only two remain, and were, therefore,
not included in the attrition calculations. Additional
comparison elementary:schools are-to be designated by -Iowa
in the coming year to increase the number of comparison
Head Start children that can be followed longitudinally, bUt
it would still be helpful for the Head Start centers-to recruit
as many children as possible from the attendance area of
the elementary school in which the Head Start is located.

Maryland

The attrition figures for Head Startto third grade
appear to coincide closely with the attrition fires from
the previous year. No` future' boundary changes in attendance
areas are anticipated, and there have been none:since 1971,
although some schools have closed.

An __tempt made. to deter the reasons for
the extraordinarily high attriLion rate in the comparison
schools, so that some remedy might he sought.



Michigan

It is uncertain just how much confidence can berplacedt.
in the attrition' figures from Pontiac, since they are based
on incomOdete school records. Furthermore, attendance
at Pontiac schools has been disrupted by the effects -&of
busing, which has thrown the community into turmoil and
increased transiency in t e population. However, attrition

Ifigures from,1975 and 1976 are in fairly close agreement,
f and projections are close to the actual figures, indicating
that these estimates may have some substanc

Texas

Estimates for this site are probably, low in reliability
since there was no preschool program prior to L973-74 (the
year of court-ordered integration) and since local records
make' no distinction between Head Start and non-Head Start
pr-jrams. Also, there was no Head Start at Memorial MO .
before this year, so that PDC schools and comparison schools
were combined. The 1974-75 records for two schools were
missing, introducing greater uncertainty into attrition
estimates. 0

Utah

The attrition figures rrbm Utah appear to be accurate
and complet.e.

hington

The. Collection of attrition information appeared thorough
and accurate, although the Project Coordinator expressed
doubt that attrition is actually as high as the figures
made it appear to be..

West-Virginia

-7) Attrition information was provided fo nly one of the
two PDC schools, and only for last year, 1974 79, although
the Project Coordinator did .suppIy attrition data on low
income children in general, which indicated that after
Lhtly reach kindergarten, attrition is negligible.
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per--c

Table G-2

Attrition Rate Information:
age drop estimated over all centers an schools

Colorado

1975 Data

41 V
tc cn
cg .-1

ul W 0 0

qi
m
CL) -P.0, E E0 0

-,ii c24 4-1 4.A

(1)

ar ul DI D-4

o 0 0
$4 EV 0 U ra

c-ho 14-1 U-4

PDC 15

15

9

35

4 39

41 40

1976 data available attrition 'beginning at Head Start)

2 4 5
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Table G-4

Attrition Rate Information
percentage drop estimated over all cellters and schools
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Table G-5

Attrition Rate Information
perLf ntage drop estimated over all centers and schools
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Table G-8

Attrition Rate.InforMation:
percentage drop estimated over all centers and schools
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Tab G-9

Attrition Rate Informatibn:
percentage d op estimated over all centers and schools
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Table G-12

A trition 'Rate Information:
-percentage drop estimated over all centers and chords
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APPENDIX H

COMPOSITION OF SUBSCALES FOR-THE PUPIL OBSERVATIO CHECKLLST-
(POCL) AND THE PDC CHILD RATING SCALE (CRS), EASED 0 FiFTOR ANALYSES

Subscales of the POCL

Factor-analysis of the Pupil Observation Checklistresulted
in two factors, whichhave been named "Task Orientation" and-
"Extroversion"--to:describe the Commobn.characteristics of the
item loading on the factors. The.items loading on each of
these factors and the factor loadings are:shown. in Table H-1.
Sco- -es on the subscales. were calculated by summing-the 'actual:
scores on all items for a substale. The subscale scores were
then used in all subsequent analyses of POLL spring data

Subscales of the PDC Child Rating cale

The items of the'PDC Child Rating Scale were factor
analyzed using the same method as for the POCL. The five
resulting factors have been assigned the names, "Poise,"
"Aggr.-essiveness-," "Determination," "Self-Sufficiency,"
and "FleNibility." Table H-2 shows the factor on which each
item loaded highest and the item's loading for that factor,.
As with the POCL, subscalp-+scores' for use in subsequent
analyses were constructed, by` scores on
items for a subScale, u8iikkg negative scores where load_gs
were negative.
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Table

Subscalbs of thePOCL, Based. oriFactor_ Analysis'
o Spring 1976

the Items

Loading of Item on Each Factor;

Ft _ Item-----

Factor 1
Task Orientation

Factor 2
Extroversion

__ _,-

cooperative .79 .29:

Sociable .37 .79

Involved .73 .40

Talkative .18 .83

Attentive .77 ,20

dive .19 .71
,

Relaxed .60 09

Quick to espond .82 .31

Attempts Difficult Tasks .83 .17

Keeps Trying .86 .19

Realistically Self - .72 .22

ConFident

COmponents factor analysis, varimax rotation.
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Table 1-1,-.2

..Subscales yf the PDC Child- Rating Scale,

Based on Factor Analysis', Spring 1976 Data

Compared to other Ohildr-n of the same-
age and background, how tn. does this
child behave ire the following ways?

Uses, words or wits to try to influence
others . . , . . . 5 4

-Factor for Which Loading
Was Highest

2. Uses physical force to'try to control
others .

5

5
SuCceeds in influencing-or controlling,
others

4 is controlled or influenced by others

imitates others or follows them around 7.

Cornetes with others for toys, atten-
tion:, achievement

Asserts his/her rights to fair treat.-
ment

Accepts or abides by school, classroom
rules. .

9. Cooperates and shares with others.

10. Shows verbal affeCtion to others

11. Shows verbal dislike or hostility to
others .

. . .

12. Shows physical.affection to others .

13. Sho s physical dislike or hostility to

of rs . ..

14. Shows self - confidence

15. Shows awar, ss of and pride in own
culture . . .

16.- Decides __self wh to do, with whom
to play. 5

17% Gets the attention of adults appro-
priately

18. Gets the
priately

attention of peers appro-
. .

ir7 -ip -1 cumponents factor analvzia, varimaX rot ion

2

.47



Table-H-2
(continued

compared to other children of the same
age and background, hew often- does this
Child behave in the-falowing ways?

19. Attempts to solve social problems with
little adult assistance .. .

26. Takes .on the role of adult during
dramatic play

21. Shows respect for or -e-raties of
others' ideas and beha-ior or looks .

22. Recognizes others' feelings responds
appropriately.

23. (Talks freely to children.

24, Talks freely to adults.

Factor f
Wa

Which Loading
Highest

m
g

Mal

*
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Table H-2
(continued)-

Compared to oth er children of the same
age and background, .how Often does- -this
child behave in the f011owing way?

5. Works or plays well on his/her own

26 Uses,alternative_strategies,if initial
proolem-solving methods fail .

27. .1s easily distracted when 'doing a task- . 5

28. Asks fo .needed help to do a task

29. Asks for unnecessary help to do a task'

Factors for Which Loading
Was highest

0

Q)

-H

1

O. Sees his/her e-
co- erects them.

ors in a task and
4

2

2 1

2

2

. 61

. 53

53

-.7Q

.71

31. Gives up on tasks before they are
finished . . .

32. Returns to unfinished task of
,interruption

Enjoys tasks he/she chooses

2

4 2

,2

Shows pride in what h /she does br
Makes. .

.54

.82

.75

35. Chooses tasks that are too easy for
him/her. . .. .. .

6. Chooses tasks that are too hard
him/her. w

7 Expects to succeed, not afraid of
failure. . . . ..

Has a desire to master all kinds, of
a

skills

4

Needs much encouragement or material
rewards to attempt tasks

5

S.

5

2 1

2

2

.58

.56

59-
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